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Introduction

Even though Europe is one of the richest regions in the weelthomic and social disparities exist

bet ween the EUS®Gs thdleegidne The Ehallenges teo reduce dhese differences has

grown, since 2004with the entry of 12 new Member Stategh GDPsthatar e we | | bel ow t
average. The objecive®mn hance growth and to create jobs 1in
mes? ns of the EUG6s st rnewgragrananies begam in 2007haadswilloend inf und s
2013.

The aim of thisFlash Eurobarometer surveff Ci t i zens 6 awar sofeEbsegiomald per
pol i @998)i 6Nto investigate EU ci tegianalpolxy Questidns t ude s
askedn the surveyncluded:

9 Are EU citizensaware of the support received in the framework ofrEgjonalpolicy?

1 Do they feel thathteir cities or regions and they personallly havebenefiedfrom the policy?

1 Do EU citizensagree with the notiothat EU regionalpolicy should mainly serve to help poorer

regions to catch up with the more affluent ones?

What should EUegionalpolicy have as its priorities, both today and in the future?

Do theythink that EU regional policyshouldcontinue to benanaged in a decentralised way by

national and regional governments?

1 Are EU citizens aware of tHeuropean territorial cooperatiabjectiveto strengthen crodsorder,
transnational and interegional cooperation?

T
T

This Flash Eurobarometer survey is part of a tresries the results of the previous wave were
published inFebruary2008i Flash Eurobarometer survey®Ne34%. The current reporpresents
comparative data between the two waves.

The survey obtained interviewsvia fixed-line andmobile phonewith some conductefhceto-facei

with nationally representative samples of EU citizens (aged 15 and older) living in the 27 Member
States. The target sample size in most countries was 1,000 interviews; irR®88(7 interviews were
conducted by Gall upds net wdun&l8toJuneZ2i26l0. Statisticak or g a |
results were weighted to correct for known demograplsicrépancies.

! For more information, seetp://ec.europa.eul/regional_policy/policy/object/index_en.htm
2 See:http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/flash/fl_234_en.pdf
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Main findings
EU regional support projectsi ¢ i t i waranas$andhthe perceived benefits

1 Roughly a third (34%) of EU citizens said thlegd feard about EU céinanced projects to
i mprove their | ocal a rtheeaq u aorft etrhso s(e7 6@ wafreel ot
support had had a positive impact on development in their city or region.

9 Over a third (36%) ofespondents who had heard of EUfomanced projects and who said
that these projects had had a positive impactdevédopment in their city or region also felt
that they had personally benefited from such projects.

T EU citizensd awar en ewerghigheein elngiesohht wérauetigibke for e c e i
support under the Convergence objective than in countries cavigred by the Regional
Competitiveness and Employment objective or European Territorial Cooperation objective

1 In all EU Member States, more than half of respondertts,had heard about EU dmanced
projects in their regionsaid that this supporald been positey for development in tlreares;
the proportion of respondents expressing such optimism ranged from 56% in Italy to 90% in
Lithuania, Ireland and Poland.

1 A comparisori between the 2008 and 2010 resiiltsuggests that there has been aadese in
awareness of EU regional support projects, but an increaseeis pondent sd perce
benefits of EU regional support projects in their area

T Respondents who thought that the EUG6s supporf
their city or region (10% of all respondents) wenesented with a list of potential reasanos
explain why this was the caskhe largest proportion {36) mentionedthat funding had gone
to the wrong projects. About a fifth (21%) of these particular responéihthat access to
EU funds was too difficult and 11% said funding had not been sufficient to have a genuine
impact.

Information sourcesabout EU regional support projects

1 When respondents were asked where they had heardEbagfinanced projects, merthan
half (53%) mentioned TV as their source of information. Local or regional newspapers were
mentioned by 32% of respondents and 19% said they had read about the projects in national
newspapers.

Preferred beneficiaries of EU regional policy initiatives

T A Ilarge majority of EU <citizens accepted tha
reduce the gap between development levels of the various regions in the EU: 88% said that it
wasrather a good thinghat most regional funding was concentdat® the poorest regions in
order to help them catch up with the rest of the EU.

1 About half (49%) of EU citizens said thBt regional policyshould focusexclusivelyon the
poorer regionswhile 47% answered thatin addition to the poorer regiofismore affluent
regionsshould also be eligible for EU support

1 The individual country results for the question ashether the EU should support all regions
or focus exclusively on the poorer orsftowed considerable variation. In Denmark, 58% of
responderstsaid thatonly the poorer regions should get suppaijle in Latvia, about half as
many respondents shared this view (32%).
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1 A comparison across waves showed that respondents in the current wave appeared to be more
likely to believe thaEU regional pbcy should focusexclusivelyon the poorer regions (49% in
2010 vs. 38% in 2008).

Targets for EU regional support

1 When asked where EU regional support should be targeted, 75% of respondents said that it
should go to regions with high unemployment. Niextine, remote rural or mountain areas
and deprived urban areas were each mentioned as priority candidates by just under half of
respondents (47% for both).

1 Educational, health and social infrastructure, and environmental issues, were regarded as being
among the most important policy areas by almost all respondents (89% and 87%,
respectively). After these two policy areas, just over 8 in 10 EU citizens considered support for
small businessesand employment trainingas important policy sectoré83% and 82%
respectively)

Multi -level governance

1 Roughly 3 in 10 (29%IEU citizens answered that decisions about EU regional policy projects
should be taken a regional level, and a similar proportion (28%) said that such decisions
should be taken at lcal level. About a fifth (21%) expressed a preference rfational
decisionmaking processe# sixth of respondents (17%) thought it would be best thaEthe
took decisions about the Unionbés regional pol

Awareness ofi and support for i EU regional funding for cross-border cooperation

1 Roughly a fifth (19%) of EU citizens said they wexware that regions in different countries
cooperatedn order to be eligible for funding under tligiropean Territorial Cooperation
objective. A large majority (), however, had never heard about such dvosder
cooperation.

1 Respondents in Malta (45%) wereby far i the most likely to say they wemwvare that
regions in different countries cooperatad order to be eligible for funding under the
European Tertiorial Cooperationobjective. DenmarkSpain and Romaniaere the closest to
Malta with 33% of interviewees who said they knew about such-barsker initiatives.

1 Among respondents who had heard about such cooperatiothita® (67%) thought that the
EU should make more funds availalesupport such initiatives between regions in different
countries.

Awareness of the Baltic Sea Regiotooperation grogramme

1 A third of respondents in EU Member States around the Baltic Sea were aware that there was
anEU strategy to promote cooperation between the Baltic Sea countries.

1 Respondents in Finland and Sweden were the most likely to say they had heard about the

Baltic Sea Regiortooperation ppgramme(both 63%) while in Germany and Poland, only
half as manynterviewees were aware of its existence (27% and 32%, respectively).
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EU Cohesion and Regional Policy I background

The EU comprises 27 Member States which form a commuviity 271 regions and amternal
market of 493 million citizens. At the same &nhowever, the economic and social disparities among
these countries and their regions are gigat.regional policy is designed tgpromoteeconomic and

social cohesion and to reduce the gap between the development levels of the various regions. The

Euroman Fund for Regional Cohesion Policy 200720137 Eligibl irthe EU under th
ohesion Policy i Eligible areas irthe under theonvergenc
Development (EFRD)’ the European objective and theegionalcompetitiveness anemploymentobjective

Social Fund (ESF) and theCohesion Sourcehtip://ec.europa.eulregional_policy/atlas2007/index_en.htm
Fund contribute to thre®bjectives(see

= A Conaris (59
A 4
I Convergence Regions Y

below) in the areas bpfconvergence Phasing-out Regions ﬁt""‘ =
regional competitiveness and | M phasingin Regions A& |
employment, andEuropean territorial oy F .
cooperation b 4

The rationale of the Convergence
objective is to promote growth
enhancing conditions and factors
leading to real convergence for the
leastdeveloped Member States and
regions. In the EU, this objective
concernsi within 18 Member States

84 regions with aer capita GDRhat is

less than 7% of the Community
average and another 16 regions (on a
Aphasiung basi s) Wi
slightly above tk threshold. For the
current programming period from 2007 |
to 2013, 82% of the structural and
cohesion funds will servéiits objective.

Bef ore the EUOGSs regohsaoveredhethébnvergance2objéctive wemimarily

Spain, southern ltaly, Greece, Portugal, eastern Germany, Ireland, some regions of the UK, the thinly

populated (northern) regions of Swedemnl &inland and French overseas departments. After 2004,
Poland, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Slovakia, Slovenia, the Batas, Malta and Cyprus joined

the countries receiving financial support from the structural funds. For the new programming period

(2007 to 2013), the newest Member States, Romania and Bulgaria, were also allocated funds.

For the currenprogrammingperiod, all the regions not covered by the Convergence objective are

eligible for funding undethe Regional Competitiveness andEmployment objective This aimsto

strengthen competitiveness and attractiveness, as well as employnteeElh a total of 168 regions
will be eligible. Within these, 13 regions represenicsa | | e d -i finpoh aaubjetigte special
financial allocationsl ue t o t hei r obfedive Me rr eyRegionsia 19aVembar States

are concerned with this objectiveor the current programming period, 16% of funds sulpporithis
objective.

TheEuropean Territorial Cooperation objective aims tostrengthen crossorder, tras-national and
inter-regional coperation. The population living in crebsrder areagsccounts foi38% of the total
EU populationand all EU regions are covered by one betexisting 13 transational ceperation

areasJust 3% ofunds in the 2002013 programméave beemllocated tcsupportthis objective.

For more information, see
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sourcesfgener/presenta/working2008/work_en.pdf

*These were eligible under fiobj-200&aive 10 for the
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1. Awareness of regional policy and perceived benefits
1.1 Regional support projects i ci ti z warendss aad perceived benefits

While roughly a third (34%) of EU citizens said thiesd heard about EU cefinanced projects to
improve their local area, the other ttfords (65%) were not aware of such projects.

Among respondents who had heard about EMircanced projectsroughly threequarters (7%o) felt
thattheEUOG s support had hoa deveapmentoirstheir tity @ regionli’a kas
seen a negative impact andPA could noti or would noti say whether the impact had been positive
or negative.

Awareness 1 and perceived benefits 1 of EU regional suppor t, 2010
Awareness of EU regional Perceived benefits of EU
support projects regional support projects
DK/NA, 1 DK/NA
Negative
Yes, impact, 10
aware, 34
No, not
aware, 65
Positive
impact, 76
Q1A. Europe provides financial support in Q1C. Taking into consideration all the projects you have
regions and cities . Have you heard about heard about, would you say that this support had a
EU co -financed projects to improve the positive or negative impact on the development in your
areayoulivein ? city or region?
Base: all respondents, % EU27 Base: those whohad heard about EU co-financed projects, % EU27

However, vhen EU citizenswere askedwvhether they hagersonally beneited from a project
funded by theEuropean Fund for Regional Development (EFRD)Xhe Cohesion Fundgust 13%
answered positively.

Focusingsolely oninterviewees who hatheard about EU cdinanced projects this proportion
increased to 30%Furthermoreit increased by another six percentage pdints 36%71when only
respondents who had heard of EUfatanced projects and who said that these projects had had a
positive impacbn thedevelopment in their city or regiomere considered

Perceptions about personal benefits from EU regional support  projects

DK/NA, 4
Yes, 13 mYes No DK/NA

All respondents 84 4

Those aware of EU co-financed

projects in their area 67 3

Those saying that EU co-financed

projects had a positive impact 61 3

No, 84

Q2. Have you in your daily life benefited from a project funded by the European Regional Development Fund or
the Cohesion Fund?
Base: all respondents, % EU27
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Country variationsi awareness of EU support

When | ooking at d5lgvels of fuhds eceivedl, it avasanotldirsech awareness
was higher incountries thatwere eligible for support under the Convergence objectivan n
countries only covered by thRegional Competitiveness an&mployment objective or European
Territorial Cooperatiorobjective

For example, irRomania, Lithuania, Latvia, Poland and Slovakihere all, or a majority of, regions
have been eligibléo receivefunds in previous yearspore than 6 in 1@espondents were aware that
the EU supported their cityr gegion (between 64% and 71%n four further countries more than
half of respondents were aware of EU regional support projects in theiEai@aia (57%), the Czech
Republic (58%), Hungary and Slovenia (both 59%).

The UK, Belgium, Denmark, Ireland and the Netherlahdsthe lowestlevels of awarenesbétween
13% and 19% Awareness was also low iBermany (19%) although several regions in stern
Germanyhave been eligible for funds in previous ye#dmsAustria, France, Luxembourg and Sweden,
awareness levels webetween 22% and 28%.

 SK | 71% | Proportion of citizens aware of EU regional support projects in their area
PL | 60%
T LV | 68% |
"LT | 66% |
"RO | 64% |
"SI | 59% |
U 59%' B 60%-
CZ | 58% ' B 50%-40%
| EE | 57% | 39% -20%
PT | 50%
{ 0% -19%
EL | 45%
BG | 45% |
[ES |43% |
' CY 41%'
" MT | 30% |
o Taa]
IEUQ? 34%I
o Tazn]
" SE | 28% |
LU | 26% |
| FR 25%'
AT | 22% |
' DE | 19% |
"NL | 19% |
"IE | 17% | .
' DK | 16% | )
BE | 15% _i
' UK 13%-' s

Q1A. Europe provides financial ~ supporti n regions and cities
Have you heard about EU co  -financed projects to improve the area you live in ?
Base: allrespondents, % by country

* Eligible under the Convergence objective for the 20073 programming period.
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Country variationsi perceivecbenefitsforr espondent sé ar eas

In all EU Member States, more than half of respondentsy had heard about EU dmanced

projects in their areasaid that this support had been positive for development in their area; the
proportion of respondents expressing such optimism ranged from 5@8tyito 90% in Lithuania,

Ireland and PolandDenmark and Sweden were closest to Italth 60%61% of respondents who
answered that the projectsod i mpact had been posi

Respondents in Bulgaria, Italy, Portugal, Romania and Greece were somewhé#ikahpte say that

the support provided by the EU had had a negative impact in their city or regiorl724¥than EU
respondents on averadaterviewees in Denmark and Sweden, on the other hand, were most likely to
answer that they were unabler unwiling T to say whether the impact had been positive or negative
(both 32%).

Perceived benefits of  EU regional support projects for respondet
(Base those who had heard about EU co-financed projects)

m Positive impact Negative impact DK/NA
100 4
09 9 9 11 9 1112 14 15 12 9 10 15 34 9 12 14

. 19 o1 15
TTrEEETTrmmMll

80 - 8 10 17 15 14

60 -
40 841844824824 81450 50 fsof 790 790 770 760 -4 73R72R 71870870

20 4

4 O O =
3% W o m o

DK

4
=]

DE
MT
NL
AT

Q1C. Taking into consideration all the projects you have heard about, would you say that this support had
a positive or negative impact on the development in your city or region?
Base: those whohad heard about EU co-financed projects, % by country

Relationship betweeawareness of EU regional supportafde nef i t s f or respondents

Some similarities were seen whesmparing country rankings forc i t i avarenssd and their
perceptions of thebenefitsi of EU regional support. For example, Polish respondents were not
only among the most likely to have heard about EMirtanced projects, they were also the meyst

to think that thissupport had been positive for development in their area. In Denmathge @ther
hand, a lowevel ofawareness coincided withe s p o Hosv@erceptians of benefita their region

There were also exceptions to this pattern. In Romania, for exaavpdeenes®f regional support
projectswas among the highest in the EU bue s p o nutigementsw@selatively negative: while

64% of Romanians had heard about EUfinanced projects in theiregion the proportion who
thought that their region or cityad seen benefits was somewhat lower than the EU average (73% vs.
76%overall.

Il reland also stood out, in a positive sense: whi

regionalsupport, 90% ofhesefi awar e 0 r e s p o n d e thi$ sippartdaddeen bemeficialf e | t
for their region or city.
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Relationship between awareness of EU regional support and

perceptions about benefits forrespondent so
100

95
IE

S % | EE LT PL
=~ w M HU
S 8 cz SK
=) BE DE CY S|
L 80 - MT ES LV
@ NL AT
= 5y EU27 EL RO
S FR
- BG

70 PT
P UK
©
Q 65 -
@

60 - DK SE

55 IT Correlation coefficient

Ry=-35
50 : : : : : : ‘
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Awareness of EU regional support (%)
Country variationsi perceptions about benefifser respondentsn their daily lives

As for EUwide results across most Member States, a minority of respondaidshey hadpersonally
benefited from a projedunded by the European Fund for Regional Development (EFRD) or the
Cohesion Fund; this proportion whelow 10% in nine countriefrom 4% in Belgium and France to
9% in Germany and Sweden)

Respondentsi Poland stood out with 44% who said that they had experienced personal benefits from
an EU regional support project. The Baltic states were the closest to Pe&ioia(29% nAper sonal
benefitso), L Latvih (@68 i a (28 %) and

Perceptions about personal benefits from EU regional support projects
mYes No DK/NA

100’310657656673544435151434495121

80 -
54

60 1 62 65 70 g8 69 71 71 71 709 75
79
81 83 84 85 g4 88 gs - 87 88 89 gz 9o 95 94 96

40 -

20

Ww = O X X
o < zZz o O

Q2. Have you in your daily life benefited from a project funded by the European Regional Development
Fund or the Cohesion Fund?
Base: all respondents, % by country

Focusing solely ointerviewees who had heard about EUfowanced projectsa somewhat different

picture emergedtaly, Belgiumand Franceemained at the bottom of the country rankingith just

1 0 % awére rdspondentsvho said they hagersonally benefited from an EU dmanced project

Ireland however,now scored as high as Poladdthough Irish respondents were among the least to

be aware of EU regional support projects in their area (see above), those aware of such projects were
as likely asPolish respondent® believe thathey had personally benefited from a project funded by

the EFRD or the Cohesion Fund (both 59%).
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Perceptions about personal benefits from EU regional support projects
(Base those who had heard about EU co-financed projects)

mYes No DK/NA

100 - 1 0 1
4 2 10832 4 5 5 3 7 4.3 4 3 4 5 4 1532248113

80 137 39

48 57 59 58 58 g 63
60 - 60 63 67 69 71 71 70

69 6 77 78 79 78

Q2. Have you in your daily life benefited from a project funded by the European Regional Development
Fund or the Cohesion Fund?
Base: those whohad heard about EU co-financed projects, % by country

Rel ationship between perceptionsthankelvest benefits

As noted aboverespondents who had heard of EUfitmnced projects and who said that these
projects hadeenpositive for developmern their areawere also the most likely to say that they had
personally benefiteiom an EU cefinanced poject.

The scatter plot below showspasitvec or r el ati on bet ween the proport
in each Member Stateyho said that this EU support had been positive for development in their area

and the proportiaawho felt that they had psonally benefited from such a project. In other words, the
countries where respondents were the most likely to thiakEU regional support projexhad been

beneficial for their region or city were similar to the ones where respondeiels they had

personally benefited in their everydaylives.

Relationship between perceplions about benefits from EU regional
supporl projects for respondents’ area and for themselves
(Base: those who had heard about EU co-financed projects)

60 IE
PL

55
Correlation coefficient
50 - R,=.65

EN
[+] 4
1

[~}
&

Personal benefits (%)
& 8 8B 8

=

[

[+] T T
40 45 50 55 60 65 7FO 75 . 80 85 90 95 100
Benefils for the region (%)

®i.e. who had heard about EU-fimanced projects in their city or region.
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A comparison with awareness and perceptions about EU regional policy in 2008

A comparisori between the 2008 and 2010 resulsiggests that there has been a decrease in assren

of EU regional support projects, but anincreasems pondent s6 percepti

ons

support projects in their areéat an individual country level, respondents Blovenia, Hungary,
Estonia and Belgiumin particular,were now moreoptimistic about the beneficial effects of EU
regional support projects in their ardashould, however, be noted that the difference in question
wording between the two waves means that caution should be exercised when comparing these

numbers.
Awareness 1 and perceived benefits 1 of EU regional support, 2008 -2010
Awareness of EU regional support Benefits of EU regional support
DKI/NA, 3 DKI/NA, 8
FI234 (01/2008)
No, 22
No, not aware, 49
aware, 48 I
Yes, 70
Q1A. Europe supports its regions and cities through EU Q1B. Do you feel that  your city or region benefits
regional policy . Are you aware that your city or region from this support?
receives support from the EU regional policy? Base: those whowere aware that their city or region
Base: all respondents, % EU27 received support, % EU27
DK/NA, 1 DK/NA
FI1298 (06/2010)
Yes,
aware, 34 Negative
impact, 10
No, not Positive
aware, 65 impact, 76
Q1A. Europe provides financial ~ support in regions Q1C. Taking into consideration all the projects you have heard
and cities . Have you heard about EU co -financed about, would you say that this support had a positive or
projects to improve the area you live in ? negative impact on the developmentin your city or region

Base: all respondents, % EU27 Base: those who heard about EU cefinanced projects, % EU27

Awareness of EU regional support projects, 2008 -2010

FL234 (01/2008): "Yes, aware" m FL298 (06/2010): "Yes, aware"

100 +
80 1 «

~3 8 o o

© o
3 ~
60 - 0
B
vl ®
N <
g 2
40 303 8
NI 0 ~
N o o

20 - <SS 8y

wmc»m\—izommmonmwm#mmwvmmvlwlolvlmlol

el kel e ke kE S B 1 KE B R e B E E E E N S B E I EE S
0,

Y — A N W = 4 0 > = |~ L r = w 4 L

G e 258220 bae o8 Wos5T8Ee2ETEzY X a

L
FL234 (01/2008)  Q1A. Europe supports its regions and cities through EU regional policy .

Are you aware that your city or region receives support from the EU regional policy?

Base all respondents, % by country

FL298 (06/2010) Q1  A. Europe provides financial ~ supporti n regions and cities

Have you heard about EU co  -financed projects to improve the area you live in ?
Base: all respondents, % by country
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Socicdemographic considerations

Certain socialemographicsegmentsvere more likely than their counterparts to haeard about EU
co-ffinanced projectsto improve their local area: men (38% @§% of women), respondents with a
high level of education (42% vs. 28% ob#e with the lowest level of educat)cend seHemployed
respondents (40% vs. 32% of amorking respondents). City dwellers were also somewhat more
likely than those living in rutalocationsto be aware of EU regional support projeicigheir area
(35%0-36% vs. 31%). The youngest respondébtdow 25)and fulttime students, on the other hand,
were the least likelyo have heard about such projects (23% and 25%, respectively).

Although 1524 yearolds and fulitime students were the ledstely to be aware of EU regional

support projects in their area, those aware of such projects were among thalneist believe that

this EU regional support had been positivefor developmeh in their area (78% and 82%,
respectively)Si mi | arl'y high perceptions of benefits for
measured among Z#l yearolds (78%80% vs. 73% othe over 54s), respondents with the highest

level of education (79% vs966 of those with the lowest level of education), employees and manual
workers (79%80% vs. 74% of nomvorking respondents and 75% thfe selfemployed, and city

dwellers (77%79% vs. 74% of rural residents).

Similar patterng as described aboviewere found when looking at perceptions abdgnefits for
respondents in their daily lives(note: focusing solely omterviewees who had heard about EU co
financed projectswith the exception of he r es ul t s odcypational statusnAditomgh s 6
employees and manual workers were the most likely to say that EU regional support projects had been
positive for developmerih their area the selfemployed were the most likely to say that they had
personally benefitedrom an EU cefinanced project (37% vs.620-33% across other occupational

groups.

For more details, see annex tadlb, 4b and 6b
1.2 Reasons why EU regional support was seento be negative

Respondents/ho thoughtthatthe U6 s s upport had hoadevebopmerd igp theiri ve i r
city or region werepresented with a list of potential reasons to explain why this was theticage

were asked to select one reasbhe largest proportion {®6) mentionedthat funding had gone to the

wrong projects. About a fifth (21%) of theparticularrespondentdelt that access to EU funds was

too difficult and 11% said thieindinghad not been sufficiemd have ayenuinempact.

Roughly a quarter (26%) of respondent@ho had seen a negative impaajave a reason ath than
the ones listed in theusrey; some of these respondents, for example, said that Elihamced
projects in their area had failed due to mismanagement, bureaucracy or corruption.

Reasons why EU regional support projects were seen to have
had a negative impact

Funding went to the wrong projects 37
Too difficult to access the funds 21
There was too little funding to make an impact 11

Other reasons 26

DK/NA 5

Q1D. Why do you think it was negative?
Base: those whohad seena negative impact of EU regional support in their area, % EU27
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Only respondents wheaid theyhad seen a negative impdicim EU regional support were asked for
their reason for giving this opinion; as sutie sample size per country was relatively small. Caution
should therefore be exercised when interpreting the resuéts iatlividual country level (for more
details, see anndable5a).

Sociedemographic considerations

Despite the anal y sdemogrépkic chagastgristiehdveng soené differencds m
thereasons why EU regional support was seen to be negatividear pattern emerged. Soex@mples
of thesedifferenceswere thatmanual workers were more likely gay that the funding had not been
sufficient to have an impag¢i9% vs. 8% of employees and the safiployed)andthat 2539 year
olds were more likely to say thatcess to EU funds was too diffic(83% vs. 17%21% across other
age groups).

For more details, see annex table 5b

1.3 Information sources about EU regional support projects

When respondentsere asked where théyad heard abolEU cofinanced projects more than half
(53%)mentiona TV as their source of information. Local or regional newspapers wargomed by

32% of respondentand 19% saidthey had read about the projectsnational newspaperfRadio

programmes were mentioned by 16% of interviewees.

Just over 1 in 10 respoedts had eithefound informationaboutEU cofinanced projects on the
Internetor receivedit at theirworkplaceor had seen posteosn a billboard12% foreach of thehree
sources) Finally, brochures about EU dmmanced projectswere only mentioned yb 4% of
respondents.

Sources of information about EU regional support projects
FI298 (06/2010)

m first choice second choice Total
TV 17 53
Local or regional newspapers
) FI234 (01/2008)
National newspapers
Radio v 2
Regional newspapers 17
Workplace
National newspapers 16
Billboard
Internet 12
Internet .
Radio 15
Brochure Other [42
Other DK/NA 2
A
DK/NA ¥ Q2. What are the most important channels
of information where you get information
_ ) on EU -support for your region and city?
Q1B. Where did you hear about it? Base: those whowere aware that their city or
Base: those whohad heard about EU co-financed projects, % EU27 region had received EU support, % EU27

® Respondentsvere presented with a list of information channels and asked to identify the two most important
sourcedor information abouEU regional support projects, i.e. where they had heard about the projects.
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Although respondents in 2010 were presented with a longer list of potential sources of information
about EU regional support projeGtsimilarities could be seen between the two waves of the survey
(in 2008 and 2010)For example, in both waves, respondents were most likely to refer to TV as their
source of information, followed by regional newspapers and national newspapers.

Country variations

The tableon the next pagbstsi for each EU MembeStatei the three most mentioned information
channelswhere respondents had heavd read about EU cofinanced projectsaimed at fostering
development in their city or region.

In all EU Member States (except Ireland appeared among the three most papinformation
channels. Additionally, it was the most important information channel in 20 Member States; the proportions
selecting this channel were the highest in Slovakigf8Romania (80%) and Malta (77%).

Newspapers also appeared among the thoet popular information channels in almosbéthe Member
StatesLocal newspaperswere the most frequently mentioned source of information about EU regional
support projects in six countrief)ese includedrinland (60%), Germany (50%) ar®iveden(46%).

Without ever being the most important soumtational newspapersappeared in the top three of most
mentioned information channels in about half of the countries; respondents in Estonia (36%), Ireland (34%)
and Portugal (31%) most frequently referrethte source.

Ireland stood out from the pacithoughin 26 Member Statethe most important source of information
about EU regional support projeetas either TV or local newspapgrespondents in Ireland were most
likely to say they had seen infortizen about an EU cfinanced project onhillboard in their area (41%).

" Information sources newly included #810wer e fAwor kpl ace o, Aibill boardo and
noted that, in the current wave, ordysubset of respondents$ i.e. those who had heard about EUfit@nced

projects in their ared were askedwheae they had received information about this EU supgport2008

however,all respondentswere askedvhere they would go for information about EU supgdorttheir region

and city.
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Sources of information about EU regional support projects
(Three most popular sources i sum of first and second choices, by country)

BE % BG % Ccz %
TV 65 TV 70 TV 65
Radio 28 Local newspapers 26 Local newspapers 26
National newspapers 22 National newspapers 25 Internet 25
DK % DE % EE %
Local newspapers 40 Local newspapers 50 TV 37
TV 38 TV 25 National newspapers 36
National newspapers 16 National newspapers 17 Local newspapers 31
EL % ES % FR %
TV 50 TV 60 Local newspapers 35
National newspapers 29 National newspapers 23 TV 28
Billboard 21 Billboard 23 Billboard 17
IE % IT % CYy %
Billboard 41 TV 58 TV 59
National newspapers 34 Local newspapers 37 Local newspapers 20
Local newspapers 27 National newspapers 23 Radio 18
LV % LT % LU %
TV 60 TV 60 TV 36
Local newspapers 30 Local newspapers 30 Local newspapers 34
Internet 25 Internet 28 Billboard 29
HU % MT % NL %
TV 48 TV 77 Local newspapers 40
Local newspapers 45 National newspapers 30 TV 23
Internet 19 Radio 16 Billboard 22
AT % PL % PT %
TV 46 TV 68 TV 74
Local newspapers 39 Local newspapers 33 Nati onal newspapers 31
National newspapers 25 Radio 19 Local newspapers 21
RO % Sl % SK %
TV 80 TV 54 TV 86
Local newspapers 22 National newspapers 27 Radio 28
Radio 20 Local newspapers 25 Internet 23
FI % SE % UK %
Local newspapers 60 Local newspapers 46 TV 32
TV 24 TV 28 Local newspapers 32
Workplace 15 Workplace 21 National newspapers 19

Q1B. Where did you hear about it?
Base: those who had heard about EU cefinanced projects

Sociademographic considerations

Across all sociemographic segment§V was the primary sourogf information about EU regional
support projectsFurthermore, this source was most frequently mentioned by women (57% vs. 51% of
men),the over 54 yeavlds (59% vs. 49%3% of younger regondents), those with the lowest level of
education (67% vs. 45% of the most educated);warking respondents and manual workers (65®%

vs. 45% of employees and 49%tloé selfemployed).

Older respondents (over 39) and respondents with an averhigh devel of education were more likely
than their counterparts to have read about EU support for their city or regioasspapers especially
local and regional ones. For example, 358%6 of over 39 yeanldshad read about such support in local
or regional newspapers; this grortion decreased to 20% for -28 yearolds. Local and regional
newspapers were also more frequently citediial and urban areas (3334% vs. 28% in metropolitan
areas), while ational newspapers were more frequentdynedn metropolitarareas (24% vs. 17%9%).
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More than a quarter of 154 yearolds and fultime students (bot27%) had found information about
EU cofinanced projects on thiaternet; across all other socidemographic segments, however, not
more than asixth mentioned this information channBlosters on &illboard were alsosomewhat
more frequently mentioned by these younger respondents; for exdr@pbeof 1524 yearolds had

seen posters about EU regional support projects; this proportion decie@8éddrthe over 54 year
olds.

Finally, information receivea theworkplace was most frequently named B$-54 yearolds (15%-16%
vs. 10% of 1824 yearolds and 7% ofhe over 54s), respondents with the highest level of education (18%
vs. 6% of tlose with the lowest levgland employees (19% vs1% of manual workers)

Formore details, see annex tafd and3b.
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2. Views about priorities for  EU regional support
2.1 Preferred b eneficiaries of EU regional policy initiatives

A large majority ofEU citizensacceptedhatt h e U regiomal f@okcy served as a tool to reduce the
gap between development levels of the various regiotise EU: 88% said that it waather a good
thing that most regional funding was concentrated on the poorest regias in order to help them
catch upwith the rest of the ELRoughly 1 in 20 (6%) respondentsowever said that this focus was
rather a bad thingand a further 6% did not know what to answeisimply chose not to respond to
this question.

Furthermore, afut half(49%) of EU citizens said thaEU regional policy should focus exclusively
on the poore regions, while 47% answered that in addition tothe poorea regiors i more affluent
regionsshould alsobe eligible for EU support in order wtrengthen eawmic development and
employmentcross the ELRoughly 1 in 20 (4%) respondents gave no answer.

Preferred beneficiaries of EU regional support , 2010
Regional funding concentrated Where should the EU focus its
on the poorest regions i sé regional support?
Rather a DK/NA, 6 DKINA, 4
bad thing,
6

The EU
should
only
support
the poorer
The EU regions,
should 49
help all its
regions,
47
Rather a
good
thing, 88
Q4. Most European regional funding is Q4A. Outside the poorest regions European regional
concentrated on the poorest regions in order to policy also supports economic development projects
help them to catch up. | nyour opinion, i s this although there is less money available. In your opinion,
rather a good or rather a bad thing? should the EU support all regions or concentrate
Base: all respondents, % EU27 exclusively on the poorer ones?

Base: all respondents, % EU27

Country variations

Respondents in all EU Member States were in agreemenit thas rather a good thinghat most
regional funding was concentrated on the poorest regions the EU; the level of agreement ranged
from 82% in Austria to 94% in Poland and Cyprus.

Furthermore, in almost all countries, less than W%hterviewees answered that it washer a bad

thing thatthe biggest share of EU regional funelent tothe pooresgU regiors. In Finland, Germany
and Austria, roughly tenth of respondenssid this wasather a bad thind9%-11%).
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Beneficiaries of EU regional support: concentration on the poorestregions i s €
m Rather a good thing Rather a bad thing DK/NA
100 +
6 4 3 5 4 3 6 5 6 5 6 6 7 196 7 6
1111 6 5 7 5 6 5 Tl

80
60
92492 R91891 891091890 o0 Ro0lsollsofiss HssBeslss 87H 8786

40

20

|-
=

RO
HU
D
UK

Q4. Most European Regional funding is concentrated on the poorest regions in order to help them to
catch up. | nyour opinion, i s this rather a good or rather a bad thing?
Base: all respondents, % by country

The individual country results for the questias towhether the EU should support all regions or
focus exclusively on the poorer oneshowed considerably more variatidm Denmark, 586 of
respondentsaid thatonly the poorer regions should get suppuiijle in Latvia,abouthalf as many
respondats shared this view (32%). Almost twhiirds of Latviangd63%)answered thanore affluent
regionsshould also be eligible for EU support in orderstoengthen economic development and
employment across thgnion.

In nine Member Statesa majority of espondents answered that all EU regions should be supported
(rangingfrom 51% in Luxembourg to 63% in Latvidn eight countries a majority of respondents
thought that the EU should focus exclusively on the poorer regions (ranging from 51% in Romania and
Belgium to 58% in Denmark)

Should the EU support all regions or focus exclusively on the poorer ones ?

® The EU should help all its regions The EU should only support the poorer regions DK/NA

0715 5 2 5 45 5 433323454 .,58345@d763%2:5,

80 132 35 39 35 41
40 42 44 47 47 48 49
48 47 47 49 43 46 52 51 59 55 50 51 55 56 g,

=) 4 o]
T = o

|-
=

Q4A. Outside the poorest regions European regional policy also supports economic development projects although
there is less money available. In your opinion, should the EU support all regions or concentrate exclusively on the
poorer ones?
Base: all respondents, % by country

Although one might have expected thatcountries where all or a majority ofi regionswere not
covered by the Convergence objective (such as Denmark, the Netherlands, France and the UK),
respondents would have been more likely to state that more affluent relgand also be eligible for

EU support, this hypothesis was not confirmed by this survey
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A comparison between EU citizens6 vieMs about ben

Respondents in 2008 and 2010 were as likebatothat it wasather a good thingthat most regional
funding was concentrated on the poorest regionis order to help them catch up with the rest of the
EU (86% in 2008 vs. 88% in 2010).

A comparison amss waves, however, also stemthat respondents in the current wave appeared to be
more likely to believe thaU regional policy should focusexclusivelyon the poorer regions(49% in

2010 vs. 38% in 20084t anindividual country levelthis increasén the proportion of respondents who
said that only the poorer regions should get support was most noticeahtee itUK, Luxembourg,
Belgium and Germanyt should be noted again that due to the difference in question wording between
the 2008 and 2010 wasesome caution should be exercised when comparing these two numbers.

Preferred beneficiaries of EU regional support ,2008 -2010

Regional funding concentrated Where should the EU focus
on the poorest regions i s é itsregional support?
Rathera DPK/NA,7 DK/NA, 4
bad thmg FI234 (01/2008) The EU
should
only
support
the poorer
The EU reglons
should
Rather a help all its
good regions,
thing, 86 58
Q4. European regional policy is concentrated on the Q5. In all the other regions, European regional policy intervenesto
poorest regions in order to help them to catch up faster help them to foster innovation, to create jobs and to work together
with the rest of the EU. In your opinion, is this rather a In your opinion, should the EU support all regions or concentrate
good or rather a bad thing? Base: all respondents, % EU27 exclusively on the poorer ones? Base: all respondents, % EU27
DK/NA, 4

Rather a DKI/NA, 6

bad thlng, FI298 (06/2010)
The EU
should
The EU only
should support
help all its the poorer
reg|ons regions,
49
Rather a
good
thing, 88
Q4. Most European regional funding is concentrated on Q4A. Outside the poorest regions EU regional policy also supports
the poorest regions in order to help them tocatchup.l n economic development projects althoughthereis  less money
your opinion, i s this rather a good or rather a bad thing? available . In your opinion, should the EU support all regions or
Base: all respondents, % EU27 concentrate exclusively on the poorer ones? Base: all respondents, % EU27

Sociedemographic considerations

The younger the respondents were and the higher their level of education, then the more likely they
were to state thdt wasrather a good thingthat most regional funding was concentrated on the
poorest regionsin order to help them catch up with the rest of the EU. For example, 94%-bfrfell
students and 90% of respondents with the highest level of education agieddis, compared to

85% of respondents with the lowest level of education.

These younger and higher educatedpondents were, however, also more likely to teay more
affluent regions should also be eligible for EU supporin order tostrengthen emomic development
and employment across the Union. For example, while 55% -8# Mearolds answered that all EU
regions should be supported, this proportion decreased toB#¥over 54 yeanlds. More than half

of the over 54 yeawlds (57%), respatents with the lowest level of education (60%) and those not
working (53%) answered thBU regional policyshould focugxclusivelyon the poorer regions.

For more details, see annex tablésaand8b.
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2.2 Where should EU regional support be targeted?

When askedvhere EU regional support should faegeted, 3% said thatt should go taegions with
high unemployment Next in line,remote rural or mountain areasanddeprived urban areaswere
each mentionedspriority candidate®y just undethalf of repondents47% for both.

In accordance with the results discussed in section 2.1, a smaller proportion of EU titi2863
thought that EU aid should focus on improving the competitivenegsowifth regions. Finally, just
undera quarter(22%) of respamdents suggested thatipport should béocused oneach count r vy
border regions.
Where should EU regional support be targeted?
On the regions with high unemployment
On remote rural or mountain areas
On deprived urban areas

To improve the competitiveness of growth regions

On border regions

DK/NA 4

Q4B . Where would you target aid under EU Regional Policy ?
Base: all respanedd enEB2

Country variations

Individual country results revealed that in all Member States except Ro(sariater in this chapter
for more detd on this Member Sta)e the largest proportion of respondents thought that EU aid
should be targetedn regions with high unemployment the proportion of respondents who shared
this view ranged from 57% in Malta to 93% in Hungary.

Slovakig Poland andBulgariawere close to Hungary with 8688% of respondents who said regions

with high unemployment should lagven priority support by the EU. Malta, on the other hand, was
joined by the Netherlands (60%), Belgiun2¥6), Estonia (63%) and Cyprus (64%).

Targets for EU support: regions with high unemployment

100 93
88 88 gg 84 g,
i 78 78 78 77 77 75 7
80 5 7574 73 73 73 73 72 79 79 68
64 63 @2 60
60 - 57
40 4
20 4
0 T T T T T T T T T T T T T
N2 N — w n = >
gmagzzeo:uzggammdgawgﬁomﬁgg
w
Q4B . Where would you target aid under EU regional policy ?
Base: al |l respondent s, o
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Romanians were not only the most likeBspondentso saythat EU support should be targeted
remote rural or mountain areas they were also more likely to select thé&rget for EU support
above all otherstifat were Isted in the survey); for example, 77% of Romaniaasted to target
remote areagompared to 73% who gave priority to areas with high unemployment.

In the remainingountries, the proportioof interviewees who said that remote rural @untain areas
should be the target of EU suppeanged fronnot more than a fifth of responderntsMalta (9%),
Belgium (17%) and Italy (20%) to twihirdsin Bulgaria(67%).

Targets for EU support: remote rural or mountain areas

100 +
80
60 -
40 -

20 -

Q4B . Where would you target aid under EU
Base: all

regional policy ?
respondent s, o

Interviewees irRomaniawere also among the most likely neentiondeprived urban areasin this
context (68%); respondents in Latvid,uxembourgand Hungaryalso wanted to give priority to
deprived urbamreasn the EU (65%69%).

Italians and Belgianon the other handyere not only among the least likdty select remoteural or
mountain aregsthey were also less likely to select deprived urban aasasrgets for EU support
(both 36%) Respondents in Slovenia, howewgere even less likely to give this respo(2@%).

Targets for EU support: deprived urban areas
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Q4B . Where would you target aid under EU
Base: all

regional policy ?

respondent s,
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As was seen fothe EU-wide results, in most countriea lower number of respondents identified
growth regions or border regions as targets EU support. The proportion of respondents who
believed that the EU should focus on improving the competitivesfegowth regions ranged from

less than a fifth of respondents in Belgium (13%) and the Netherlands (17%) to approximately half of
intervieweesn Luxembourg (48%), Latvia (51%) and Hungary (54%).

Targets for EU support: growth regions  (improving their competitiveness)
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Q4B . Where would you target aid under EU regional policy ?
Base: al | respondent s, o

The proportiorthatsdd that EU support should be targetadborder regionsremained below a third

in a majority of EU Member Stateg ranged from10% in Spain, Malta and Lithuania to 28% in
Germany, the Czech Republic and Austhaseven countries e.g. Slovakia, Finlashand Estonia

roughly a third of respondents chose these border regions, while in Greece this proportion increased to
46%.

Targets for EU support: border regions
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Q4B . Where would you target aid under EU regional policy ?
Base: al | respondent s, o

Sociademographic considerations

Across all socialemographic groupsespondents most frequignsaid thatEU support should go to

regions with high unemployment (ranging from 70% of selmployed respondents to 79% of

manual workersa nd | east frequently thought thaéadrdesuppor:t
regions (20%-23% across allrgups)

Not surprisingly remote rural or mountain areaswere more frequently mentioned as priority regions
by rural residents (52% vs. 4445 of city dwellers), while those living in urban and metropolitan areas
were more likely to mentiodeprived urban areas(49% vs. 45% of rural residents).

The proportion of respondents who believed that the EU should focus on improving the
competitiveness ajrowth regionswas somewhat higher for men (34% vs. 30% of womenrp42zear
page24



Flash EB N0 298 i EU regional policy Analytical report

olds (33%34% vs. 30% ofheover 54s), those with an average or high level of educa## /s. 2%6 of
those with the lowest leviglemployees and setimployedrespondents (34986% vs. 30% of manual
workers and nomvorking respondents).

For more details, see annex table 9b

2.3 Pri ority sectors of EU regional policy

Interviewees were asked in which policy areas they would prefer to see their city or region being
supported by the EU; for each of 10 policy areas, they were requested to say if they consméred it
among thanoreor less importanbnes for their city or region.

Educational, health and socialinfrastructure , andenvironmental issueswere regarded as being
among the most important policy areas by almost all respondents (89% and 87%, respektigely)
these two paty areas just over8 in 10 EU citizens consideresipport for small businessesand
employment training as important policygectorg83% and 2%, respectively).

Not only environmental issues (in general), but dfs®o creation ot renewable and clean eergy

supply was listed among the more important policy areas (selected by 79%). Roughly 6 in 10 (61%)
respondents said the same about energy networks (gas and eleciicigt threequarterq73%) of
respondents would like to see their city or regiopmorted in their efforts tfoster research and
innovation.

Roughly 7 in 1069%)respondents onsi der ed i mpr ov i ntgnsgoh fadilites ci t i es
as one of the most important policy areas, and a slim majority (53%) said the same gboatfsup

tourism in their cities or regions. Support to providemadband Internet accessscored the lowest

with less than half (47%) of respondents placing this among the priority sectors for EU regional

policy.

EU regional policy irespondentsdé views on pr

® Among the more important ones Less important DK/NA
Education, health and social infrastructure 91
Environment 111
Support for small businesses 15 2
Employment training 16 2
Renewable, clean energy 4
Research and innovation 4
Better transport facilities (rail, road, airports) 2
Energy networks (electricity, gas) 3
Tourism and culture 2
Broadband and Internet access 5
Q5. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to
you. Please tell me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or
less important ones  for your city or your region ?

Base: all respondents, % EU27
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Country variations

Across all EU countries, at least 8 in 10 interviewees answere@dbattional, health and social
infrastructure should be a priorityor EU support in their city or ared&Respondents in Ireland, Italy,
Malta, Latvia, Estonia, Cyprus and @oe were leading the way witl%-96% agreeing that their
region or city should be supported by the EU in this respect.

EU regional policy i priority sectors : Education, health and social infrastructure

B Among the more important ones Less important DK/NA
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Q5. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell me for each
of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your region ?
Base: all respondents, % by country

A very similar picture emerged when looking at individual country results for the area of
environmental protection; respondents in all EU Member States were in agreement thatoliig

area should berioritised In Bulgaria and Lithuania, 78% of interviewees thought that environmental
protection was one of the important areas in which they wouldrpiefeee their city or region being
supported by the EU; this proportion increased to 94% in Slovenia, Austria and Greece, 95% in
Cyprus and 97% in Malta.

EU regional policy i priority sectors : Environment

B Among the more important ones Less important DK/NA
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Q5. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell me for each
of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your region ?
Base: all respondents, % by country
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The proportion of respondents who identifisdpport for small businessesas a priority for EU
regional policy in their city oregionranged from slightly more than twhirds in Denmark and
Romania (68%69%) to about 9 in 10 respondents in Italy, Greece, Ireland and Spair0([®2%o

The proportion of respondentsho felt that EU support for small businesses in their city or region was
less importanamounted taoughly a quartef or morei respondents in the Netherlands, Poland and
Sweden (all 24%), Romania (26%) and Denmark (30%).

EU regional policy i priority sectors : Support for small businesses

B Among the more important ones Less important DK/NA
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Q5. EU R egional Policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell me for each
of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your region ?
Base: all respondents, % by country

As for the previous policy area, in a majority of the Member States, more than 8 in 10 respondents
would prefer to see their city or region being supported by theirEthe area ofemployment
training ; ranging fromB83% in Hungary to 89% in Malta and Kal

Respondents iDenmark andSweden weré once again the least likely to say that this policy area

was among thenore important ones for their city or regi@l% and 53%, respectivelyyor this

priority sector,Denmark andsweden were joined by Slakia and the Czech Republidn these four
countries, more than a third of respondents felt that EU support for employment training was less
important from 34%to 45%).

EU regional policy i priority sectors : Employment training

B Among the more important ones Less important DK/NA
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Q5. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell me for each
of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your region ?
Base: all respondents, % by country
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When compared to the results for the policy aséa@mployment training,he individual country
results for the next four priority sectors shoveesimilar differencdin percentage pointfetween the
counties where respondents expressed the least supporthasdwhere respondents expressed the
mostsupportfor the policy area under consideration

For example, the proportion of respondahttwould like to see their city or region supported in their
efforts to supplyenewable and clean energyanged from 54% in Latvia to 95% in Mal@imilarly,

the proportion who considered this policy area as less important ranged from 3% in Malta to 38% in
Latvia.

EU regional policy i priority sectors : Renewable, clean energy

B Among the more important ones Less important DK/NA
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Q5. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell me for each
of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your region ?
Base: all respondents, % by country
Respondents in M&a were alsd by fari t he most | i kemdrgy network®di deesnt af y

important policy are&or their city or region (85%)Cyprus,Slovenia andestoniafollowed with 73%
75% of respondentsmentioning this policy aredn the Netherlands arfdortugal, on the other hand,
roughly a half, or slightly lesgf respondentsaid it would be importarfor their city or region to
receive support in this aré47%-51%).

EU regional policy i priority sectors : Energy networks (electricity, gas)

m Among the more important ones Less important DK/NA
100’3324542321142232393323423442
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Q5. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell me for each
of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your region ?
Base: all respondents, % by country
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In ltaly andGer many, more than 80% of respondesearths woul i
and innovation in their city or region (8% and83%, repectively). The opposite opinion was most
frequently seen ihithuaniaand Hungary, whermore thard0% of respndents said that EU support

in this area would be less importgi6% and 43%, respectively)

EU regional policy T priority sectors : Research and innovation

B Among the more important ones Less important DK/NA
100’121332234235647244795739614931411
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Q5. EU R egional Policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell me for each
of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your region ?
Base: all respondents, % by country

Estonians andPoles were the ones most often expressing a wish that the EU would support an
i mprovement i n t h é&ansport cfacititiese(84%-85%)r Pontugugse amdsDiutch
respondents, on the other hand, seemed to be rather satisfied with their reciospbrtr
infrastructure; 48% and 44%, respectively, considered this policy area to be less important for EU
regional policy.

EU regional policy i priority sectors : Better transport facilities (rail, road, airports)

B Among the more important ones Less important DK/NA
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Q5. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell me for each
of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your region ?
Base: all respondents, % by country

Of the 10 policy aredasalti otnad , i m e bdhdwhd trelanstv sy ,c i @
var i at itoarism andaulthreddi t he | argest variation, across t

In Finland, the Netherlands and the UKss than 4 in 10 respondeatsswered that they would like
the tourism sector in their city or region to be supgmbiy the EU(34%-37%]) in Malta, however,
90% of respondentsaid there should bEU supportin this sectar Other countries where more
supportfor tourismwould be welcomed includedyprus(84%), Italy (79%)andGreecg(78%).
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EU regional policy i priority sectors : Tourism and culture

B Among the more important ones Less important DK/NA
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Q5. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell me for each
of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your region ?
Base: all respondents, % by country

Finally, even inlrelandi the most supportive countri the proportion of respondents who said there
should be EU support to provideoadband Internet accessn their region or citywas notabove
70%.In 16 Member Statedess than half of respoadtsregardedoroadband Internet access being
one of the more important policy areas for Egdionalpolicy (from 34% in Spain to 49% in Romania,
Denmark and Finland).

Luxembourgish, Lithuanian, Hungarian, Swedish, Austrian and Spanish respoweeatbe ones
most frequentlysayingthat EU regional support in the area of broadband Internet access was less
important (between 55% and 59%)

EU regional policy 7 priority sectors : Broadband and Internet access

m Among the more important ones Less important DK/NA
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Q5. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell me for each
of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your region ?
Base: all respondents, % by country

EU regional policyi mostmentioned priority sectors

The table on the followingage show$ for each country the policy areas that respondents were most
likely to select ashe ones wherthey would prefer to see their city or region being supported by the EU.
As noted above, respondents across the EU were in agreemeetlubaional, health and social
infrastructure , andenvironmental issuesshould be prioritisedby EU regional policyi both topics
appeared in the top three thfe most mentioned priority areas 81 Member Stated_ooking at the
third policy area that figured ithe top threg however, more variation was seaoross these 24
Member States:
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1 In a third of these countrigBelgium, Cyprus, Estonia, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Latvia, the
Netherlands)employment training wasthe third policy area that figured in theptthree

1 Creating arenewable and clean energgupply completed the top three of most mentioned
priority sectorsn Austria, Denmark, Luxembourg, Malta, Slovenia and Sweden

1 In the Czech Republidrinland, Greece,lreland, Lithuania and the Uksupport for small
businessesvasthe thirdpolicy areathat appeared in the top three

T I mproving c i t trapspodt fadlities competed the dop three just four
countriesBulgaria, Poland, Romania and Slovakia

In the remaining three Member Sta{&sarce, Portugal and Spaijr)oth employment training and

support for small businesseappeared in the top three of most mentioned priority ahedsrance,
environmental issuesalso figuredin the top three of priority areahile in Portugal and Spain,eh
top three waslucationalhéakhtamddocibl ynfradtructure® .

fifTour i s m a n dseach and inmowationibrdadband Internet accéss afinedn er gy net wor
did not appear amortge threemost mentioned priority areasany of the 2Member States.

EUregionalpolicy i respondentsd views on priority sect
(three most mentioned policy areas, by country)
BE % BG % Cz %
Social infrastructure 86 Social infrastructure 86 Social infrastructure 89
Environment 85 Environment 78 Environment 87
Employment training 84 Transport 77 Support for small businesses 77
DK % DE % EE %
Environment 89 Environment 91 Social infrastructure 95
Renewable energy 87 Social infrastructure 89 Employment training 86
Social infrastructure 85 Employment training 86 Environment 86
EL % ES % FR %
Social infrastructure 96 Social infrastructure 91 Employment training 88
Environment 94 Support for small businesses 91 Support for small businesses 87
Support for small businesses 89 Employment training 88 Environment 86
IE % IT % CY %
Social infrastructure 94 Social infrastructure 95 Social infrastructure 95
Support for small businesses 89 Environment 92 Environment 95
Environment 88 Employment training 89 Employment training 88
LV % LT % LU %
Social infrastructure 95 Social infrastructure 86 Environment 90
Environment 81 Support for small businesses 85 Social infrastructure 88
Employment training 80 Environment 78 Renewable energy 87
HU % MT % NL %
Social infrastructure 93 Environment 97 Social infrastructure 88
Environment 90 Social infrastructure 95 Employment training 85
Employment training 83 Renewable energy 95 Environment 82
AT % PL % PT %
Environment 94 Social infrastructure 91 Social infrastructure 91
Renewable energy 91 Transport 85 Support for small businesses 86
Social infrastructure 90 Environment 84 Employment training 86
RO % Sl % SK %
Social infrastructure 91 Environment 94 Social infrastructure 90
Transport 81 Social infrastructure 92 Environment 88
Environment 81 Renewable energy 88 Transport 82
FI % SE % UK %
Environment 88 Environment 91 Social infrastructur e 88
Social infrastructure 87 Renewable energy 84 Environment 85
Support for small businesses 86 Social infrastructure 81 Support for small businesses 85
Q5. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you . Please tell me for each of them, if
you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your region ? Base: all respondents
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EU regional policyir espondent sdé v

i ews on priority sectors

The 2008 and 2010 salts were similar in the sense that, in both waves, respondents appeared to
accept almost all policy areas listed in the survey as being amomgotieeimportantonesfor their

city or region. For examplen both 2008 and 2010, more than 80% of respotsdétentified
educational, health and social infrastructure environmental issues employment training and
support for small businessess important policy areas.

Respondents in 2010 were somewhat less likely to express a wish that the EU would support an

i mprovement i n

t htrarisport facilittes (698906vs. @496 inr2008); uintlsed were

somewhat more likely to say the same about supporefararch and innovation(73% vs. 69%).

Furthermore, in 2008, 74% of respondeh&l considered engy supply infrastructure, including
sustainable energy supply, an important policy area for EU regional policy; in 2010, 79% listed

firenewable and clean energy t h

fienergy networks .

among

e more important

policy

Finally, in both waves, the area of communication technologies was seen as the least pressing policy
area; in 2008, 59% of respondents said that they would like the EU to support their city or region
concerning information and communication technologies, atDi®, 49% said they would like to
receive EU support to provideoadband Internet accessn their city or region.

EU regional policy i respondent so

FI234 (01/2008)

Education, heath and social

infrastructure N
Environmental protection 112
and risk prevention
Employment training 16 2
Support for small businesses 17 3

Better transport facilities
(rail, road, airports)

Research and innovation

B Among the more important ones

Q6. EU regional policy can support different activities
and areas in different regions. | will read a list of
activities/areas to you. Please tell me for each of them, if
you consider them among the more important or less
important ones for your city or your region?
Base: all respondents, % EU27

Sociedemographic considerations

Education, health and social

Support for small businesses

vi ews 0,2009+2010r ity se

FI298 (06/2010)

infrastructure N

Environment 111

Employment training 16 2

152

Better transport facilities
(rail, road, airports)

Research and innovation

DK/NA

Less important

Q5. EU regional policy can support many different
sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell me
for each of them, if  you consider them among the
more important or less important ones for your city
or your region  ?
Base: all respondents, % EU27

Across all sociedemographic segmentsducational, health and social ifrastructure, and
environmental issueswvere regarded as being among the most important policy areas by at least 85%

of respondents. For example, between 85% and
agreedhat environmental issues should bm®ntised.

89% of respondents across the diffeyenipzge

Looking at the other policy areas, however, more variation was seen across theesumipaphic
groups; some of the largest differeaobserved were, for example, that:

1 men were more likely to say that they would welcdehksupport foresearch and innovationin

their city or region (76% vs. 69% of women)
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9 rural residents more frequently said that there should be EU support to phveiaband
Internet accesan their region or city (51% vs. 48-44% in urban and metropolitan areas)

M thelowert he respondent sé | elikely theyavére te prafec ta see thaircityt he n
or region being supported by the EU in the arearployment training (89% of respondents
with the lowest level of education vs. 77% of those with the higheds)eve

1 theover 54 yeawnlds were more likely to suggest that toerism sector in their city or region
would be supported by the HB8% vs.49%-50% of younger respondents)

1 manualworkersandnoawor ki ng respondents wemargynemaks® dd9 kel y
an important policy area for their city or region (64% vs. 86P% of employees and the self
employed).

For nore details, see annex tables 10b through 19b
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3. Opinions about m  ulti -level governance

EU regional policyis largely managed in a deotralised  Preferred level of decision ~ -making
way bytherespectivenational andegional governments;  for EU regional support projects
i.e. within a common framework set by the EU, Memb

States andheir regions choose the priority objectives |

their territories that will benefit from EU funts EU, 17

DKINA, 6

Local, 28

Roughly 3 in 10 (29%)EU citizens answered tha
decisions about EU regional policy projects should
taken ata regional level, and a similar proportion (28%
said that such decisions should be taken lacal level.
About a fifth (21%) expressed a preference riational

.. . National,

deckionmaking processes 21
Regional,

. . 29
A sixth ofrespondents (17%hought it would be best tha
the EU tOOk deCiSionS abOUt h e U reg"Imaj f)Oﬁcy Q6. At which level should decisions about EU

. regional policy projects be taken?
projects. Base: all respondents, % EU27

Country variations

Decisionmakingat a regional levelwas especially welcomed in Slovakia, Austria,rié& and the
Netherlands (36%39%), while interviewees in the Czech Republic, the UK, Romania and Poland
most frequently expressed a preferencddoal decisionmaking processes (39%45%). Respondents

in Finland, Estonia and Malta were the most likelystty that decisiomaking for EU regional
projects should be takext a national level(36%6-41%).

In just four countries, a quartéror morei respondents thought that decisions about such projects
should be takeat EU levet Cyprus (25%), Spain and Bglm (both 29%), and Luxembourg (32%).

Preferred level of decision -making for EU regional support projects
m | ocal Regional National EU DK/NA

100 -
31073124435376668109978811553647
7

18 18 19 1147 15 17 o )
17 13 16 18
80 113 20 13 16 25 20 20 16 20 29 % 32 o9

25 36
15 18 19 15 29
19 22 36 21 22 2 55 4 17 25 2

60 130 21

Q6. At which level should decisions about EU regional policy projects be taken?
Base: all respondents, % by country

Across all EU Member States, a majority of respondents agreed with the principle of subsidiarity in
the framework of EU regional policy i.e. they answered that decisioraking for EU regional
support projects should be taken at local, regional or national 9eirel2008, across all Member
States, more than 70% of respondents agreedttivas a good thinghat EU regional policy gave
Member States and regions the righttodeoide t he pol i cybés strategies

8 See:http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/presenta/working2008/work_en.pdf
° Question wording FL234 (01/2008\Vhen it comes to selecting strategies @mojects EU regional policy
gives the right to decide dhem to the member States and regions. Do you think this is a good thing or not?
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Socicdemographic considerations

Across all sociadlemographic segments, a majority of respondents answered that detaiog for

EU regional support projects should be taken at local, regional or nationaj levjaklt a few groups,

a fifth T or morei of respondents thouglit would be best that the EU took decisions about the
Uni onds r egi on a-P4ypamlds (24%0vs.plb%ly% acitoss othed dge groyphull-
time students (21%s. 16%18% of th@e who had completed their educa}janetropolitan residents
(20%yvs. 17% of those living in urban areas and 16% of rural resjd@ntsmanual workers (21%s.
15%17% across other occupational groups

For more details, see annex tabid
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4. Aware ness and perceptions about EU support for
cross -border cooperation

4.1 Awareness of 7 and support for i EU regional funding for cross -
border cooperation

Although the European Territorial Cooperatiorobjective amounts to only 2.5% of the cohesion
policy budget, oughly a fifth (19%) of EU citizensaid theywere aware that regions in different
countries cooperatedn orderto be eligible foifundingunderthis objective A large majority (79%),
however, had never heard about such ebasder cooperation.

Among respondents who had heard about such cooperatiofhitd® (67%) thought thatthe EU
should makemore funds available to supportsuch initiativesetween regions in different countries.
Somewhat more than a quart@7¢) did not agreeand 7% did not know what to answesr simply
chose not to respond to this question.

Awareness of i and supportfor T EU regional funding forcross -
border cooperation

Awareness of cross -border Support for more funds for
cooperation cross -border cooperation
DKINA, 7
DK/NA'Z/v

No, 27
Yes, 19
No, 79
Q7A. Are you aware of regions in different Q7B. Should more funds be spent on
countries cooperating because of EU supporting cooperation between regions
regional funding? in different countries?
Base: all respondents, % EU27 Base: those aware of cooperation between

regions in different countries, % EU27
Country variations

Respondents iMalta (45%) werei by fari the most likely tosay they wer@ware that regions in
different countries cooperatedin orderto be eligible for funding under thEuropeanTerritorial
Cooperation objective Denmark Spain and Romaniavere theclosest to Malta with 33%of
interviewees who said they knew about such ebasder initiatives

In Italy and Belgiumpn the ¢her handless than a tent{¥%-8%) of respondents were aware that EU

regional funding was helping cooperation between regions in different countries. Other countries with
low levels ofawareness wer@reece and France (both 10%) and Cyprus (11%).
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Awareness that EU regional funding is helping cooperation between regions in
different countries
mYes No DK/NA
100 ” 1.2 4 542 2 3 5 3 7 4 42 47 2 ¢ 2 211 3 213 4 3
80 -
. 744 67 66 63 65 70 71 72 71 72 73

71 74 75 78 74 79 78 81 82 84 gp 84 87 89 gg

88 90

Q7A. Are you aware of regions in different countries cooperating because of EU Regional funding?
Base: all respondents, % by country

Among respondents whwere aware that EU regional finding was helping cooperation between
regions in different countrieat least half othemi across all EU Member Statésigreed thathe EU
should make more funds availablg¢o support such cooperation; respondents in Estonia were leading
t he way in thiresponsgsew (84% Ayeso

Although Maltesearespondentsvere the most likely to be aware of crdmsder initiatives supported
by the EU and Cypriots were among the ledsly to be aware of such initiatives, both countries
were close to Estoniaith approximately threquarters (75%7%) ofintervieweesvho thought that
moreEU funds should be availabfer cooperatiorbetween regions in different countries

Although aslim majority ofGermans, Finns and Austriaagreedhat more EU funding should go to
crossborder regional cooperatio(61%-54%), more than 4 in 10 of them disagreed with this
proposition (41%44%). In Greece, the Netherlands and Belgiwanl|easthird of respondents shared
this doubt about the need for more funding (338%0).

Should more EU funds be available for cross -border cooperation  ?
(Base those aware of cooperation between regions in differentcountries)

mYes No DK/NA

100 |
736881371189447735871421851416565
91917

16 16 18 25 25 26
] 12 14 19 19 22 22 26 23 33 35
80 27 21 30 34

60

40 -
71 71 71071

20

w > - N X 4 = N v ~l W o o x E T w

m”—Jo_nogwgo.WgL:Lun_338g |;ug3u_203<'-'-g
w

Q7B. Should more funds be spent on supporting co -operation between regions in different countries ?

* n <100 (unweighted number)
Base: those aware of cooperation between regions in different countries, % by country
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Socicdemographic considerations

In accordance with the results theawareness of EU efiinanced projects, mewolder respondents, those
with a high level of education, sedinployed respondents and city dwellers were more likekpoov
that EU regional funding was helping cooperation between regions in different countrieg-or
example, roughly a quarter (24%) of sethployed respondentsid they were aware that regions in
different countries cooperated in order to be eligible for funding undeEtinepean Territorial
Cooperationobjective, compared to 20% of employees and 17% of manual workers amgriong
respondents.

Respondents i a high level of education were not only the most likely taware that EU regional
funding was available for cooperation betwee
educated respondents were also the most likely to feeltlleaEU stould make more funds
available to support such crodsorder cooperation (29% vs2% of respondents with the lowest level

of education). The opposite was true for the oldest respondents (oyeafs4of age although their
awareness level was high, yhiended not to agree that this funding was requidds thought that
more EU funding should go to creberder regional cooperation, compared to 230% across other

age groups.

For more dddils, see annex tables 21b and.22b

4.1 Awareness of the Baltic S ea Region cooperation programme

The EU's Baltic Sea Regionooperationprogramme 2007 Awareness of the E U 6Baltic Sea
2013 promotes regional development through transnatio Region cooperation programme
cooperation in the countries around the Baltic Sea; eight DKINA. 3

Member States are includedenmark, Estonia, Fiahd,
Germany 6nly certain coastategions), Latvia,Lithuania,
Poland(only coastal regiongindSwedery’.

A third of respondents ilEU Member States around th

Baltic Sea were aware that there was B strategy to
promote cooperation betweethe Baltic Sea countries
Respondents in Finland and Sweden were the most likel o 64
saythey had heard about the Baltic Sea Regiooperation
programme(both 63%) while in Germany and Poland, onl

half as many interviewees were awareitefexistencg27% Q8. Are you aware that there is strategy to
. promote cooperanon between the countries
and 32%yespectively. around the Baltic Sea?

Base: respondents from the Baltic Sea countries, %total

10 Seerhttp://ec.europa.eu/regional policy/cooperation/baltic/index_en.htm
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Proportion aware of the strategy to promote cooperation between countries of the

Baltic Sea region
| SE | 63%| B 60%-
ENED B 59%-45%
LV | 51%
| EE | 51% | 44% -35%
DK | 41% | 0% - 34%
LT [390% |
[ALL [ 33%
PL |3296
| DE |27% |

Q8. Are you aware that there is strategy to promote cooperation between the
countries around the Baltic Sea?
Base: all respondents from the Baltic Sea countries, % by country

Sociedemographic considerations

The sociedemographic analysis of awareness of the Baltic Sea Region Cooperation Programme
showedi once morei that men, older respondents, those with a high level ofagitun, the self
employed and city dwellers were more knowledgeable of different aspects of EU regional policy. It
was noted, for example, that 43% of over 54 y@ds in the Baltic Sea countries said they were aware
that there was an EU strategy to preen@ooperation between the Baltic Sea countries; this
proportion, however, decreased to 22% foi245/earolds.

For more details, see annex tabih
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Annex

Table 1a. Awareness of EU regional supporprojects i by country

QUESTION: Q1A. Europe provides financial support in regions and cities. Have you heard about EU dmanced
projects to improve the area you live in?

i Na N

=g=g=g

wu T EF=BLNIT=UIEN

Total N % Yes, aware % No, not aware % DK/NA

EU27 27067 33.8 65.4 0.8
COUNTR Y

Belgium 1000 14.9 83.2 1.8
Bulgaria 1005 44.6 53.7 1.7
Czech Rep. 1000 57.5 42.3 0.2
Denmark 1002 16.4 82.7 0.9
Germany 1003 18.7 80.6 0.7
Estonia 1006 57.3 40.4 2.3
Greece 1000 45.4 54.1 0.5
Spain 1002 43.4 56.3 0.3
France 1010 25.4 74.3 0.4
Ireland 1000 16.8 83.1 0.1
Italy 1002 33.4 65.6 0.9
Cyprus 1000 40.8 58.6 0.7
Latvia 1002 67.7 29.9 2.4
Lithuania 1001 65.9 33.4 0.7
Luxembourg 1002 25.9 73.8 0.4
Hungary 1007 59.1 39.8 1.1
Malta 1001 38.7 56.5 4.7
Netherlands 1008 18.5 80.9 0.6
Austria 1000 21.5 77.7 0.8
Poland 1008 68.5 30.9 0.6
Portugal 1001 49.7 48.3 1.9
Romania 1002 64.2 30.3 5.5
Slovenia 1001 59.3 40.3 0.4
Slovakia 1001 71.2 28.1 0.7
Finland 1000 33.9 65.1 1
Sweden 1003 27.7 71.8 0.5
United Kingdom 1000 13.1 86.7 0.1

page43



Annex Flash EB N° 298 1 EU regional policy

Table 1b. Awareness of EU regional support pojects i by segment

QUESTION: Q1A. Europe provides financial support in regions and cities. Have you heard about EU dmanced
projects to improve the area you live in?

Total N % Yes, aware % No, not aware % DK/NA
EU27 27067 33.8 65.4 0.8
SEX
Male 13087 37.6 61.7 0.7
Female 13980 30.2 68.8 1
AGE
15-24 3939 22.7 76.6 0.7
25-39 6064 35.1 64.5 0.4
40 - 54 7294 36.7 62.5 0.7
55 + 9475 354 63.3 1.3
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4180 27.8 70.8 14
16- 20 11656 32.8 66.2 1
20 + 7875 415 58.2 0.3
Still in education 2691 24.9 74.3 0.8
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 5002 35.3 63.9 0.8
Urban 11504 355 63.7 0.8
Rural 10382 313 67.8 0.9
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2733 39.6 59.8 0.6
Employee 8985 34.7 64.9 0.4
Manual worker 2478 33.6 64.8 15
Not working 12717 32 66.9 11
EU REGIONAL
SUPPORT PROJECTS
Aware 9139 100 0
Not aware 17698 0 100
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Table 2a. Sources of information about EU regional support projects i first ch oice -
by country

QUESTION: Q1B. Where did you hear about it?- First choice

Base: those who had heard about EUficanced projects

_ 9 ? @ - ° o é
g 2 32 2 ¢ £ B s = B ¢
= fec 8¢ R R =S =S 8 =S 8 R
EU27 9139 83 183 364 5 5.6 7 1.7 8.8 74 15
COUNTRY
B0 Belgium 149 115 44 472 9 52 0.4 4.6 11.7 52 09
mm Bulgaria 448 61 117 554 36 7.2 3.2 1.1 6.9 45 0.4
b CzechRep. 575 112 152 44 38 109 47 0.9 5.2 28 13
amm Denmark 164 123 238 259 56 5.1 0.8 0 7.7 162 2.6
== Germany 187 106 421 9.2 6.7 0.3 8 1.6 9.9 9.3 22
&= Estonia 577 239 21 198 87 126 29 0.4 3.9 52 15
= Greece 454 128 116 311 41 86 149 17 7.9 68 05
Zi= Spain 435 9.1 98 448 6.9 35 137 21 5.3 3.7 1
BB France 256 7.2 239 167 48 25 109 34 13.8 139 3.1
BN lreland 168 154 182 11 4.3 2 343 04 25 84 33
il taly 335 7.2 152 402 25 83 1.1 03 172 6.1 2
Cyprus 408 6.9 8.1 42 5 5.2 2.8 2.3 85 184 1
= Latvia 678 45 149 39 58 117 96 0.6 7.2 65 0.3
mm Lithuania 659 113 17 351 37 156 82 0.7 4.6 36 02
== Luxembourg 259 9 182 215 59 33 258 08 8.8 65 0.3
== Hungary 595 7.3 287 316 34 75 105 14 2.6 7 0.1
B Malta 388 122 47 62 55 3.2 1 3.1 2 53 09
= Netherlands 186 96 284 115 34 31 176 27 11 112 14
== Austria 215 145 278 274 65 4.3 33 3.6 3.9 7.2 1.5
= Poland 691 43 147 472 44 105 43 2.4 6 6 0.1
El Portugal 498 122 89 542 29 4 2.3 0.5 6.3 64 23
B Romania 643 6.8 7.3 60 7.6 3 3.4 0.4 5.1 57 08
gmm Slovenia 593 12.8 139 346 85 6.2 2.9 2 69 103 1.8
pm Slovakia 713 43 102 667 5.1 7 0.7 0.3 3 1.7 09
4—  Finland 339 89 414 79 55 6.6 35 1.6 11.7 123 0.6
== Sweden 278 52 303 122 99 1 3.8 1.3 166 162 3.8
2% m;%%m 131 129 22 162 3 0 115 24 121 148 52
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Table 2b. Sources of information about EU regional support projects i first choice -
by segment

QUESTION: Q1B. Where did you hear about it?- First choice

Base: those who had heard about EUficanced projects

_ 9 ?Q ] ) §

~ ,§ ;ﬁ 3 % ke g E : 2 3 2

s S2 32 2 B £ § &5 £ &5 B

P82 82 08 8 828 &8 &8 &8 8 ¥
EU27 9139 8.3 183 364 5 5.6 7 1.7 88 74 15
SEX
Male 4917 8.5 181 343 54 6.6 8.3 1.9 8.5 6.7 19
Female 4222 8 18.6 39 4.6 4.5 55 14 9.1 8.2 1.1
AGE
15-24 893 55 10.2 365 14 15 104 2.1 7 101 1.8
25-39 2129 6.1 154 343 7 7.8 10.4 1 112 57 1.1
40 - 54 2680 7.8 199 336 4.2 4.7 6.4 2.1 119 7.6 2
55 + 3356 10.5 21 40.1 53 2.6 4.6 1.6 5.2 7.7 14
EDUCATION (end
of)
Until 15 years of age 1162 7.6 156 49.2 4 1.5 5.7 2.4 5.3 74 1.3
16- 20 3828 7.7 205 403 51 53 51 1.7 65 63 15
20 + 3268 9.6 18 276 57 54 9.1 1.4 136 7.7 138
Still in education 669 7.5 10.7 305 22 164 11.2 0.9 6.6 13.7 0.2

URBAN ISATION
: Metropolitan 1765 11.6 139 36.2 5.9 5.6 8.8 1.2 104 46 1.8

Urban 4086 85 177 379 4.2 6.4 7.1 1.6 8.3 69 13
Rural 3249 6.2 21.3 345 56 4.7 6 2 8.5 9.6 1.6
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 1082 7.5 175 316 6.7 7.7 5.6 1 11.8 82 25
Employee 3116 85 19.7 282 4 6 9.2 1.7 149 59 18
Manual worker 834 51 184 442 57 35 6.5 15 78 64 09
Not working 4074 8.9 17.3 423 5.2 5.3 5.9 1.8 35 86 1.1
EU REGIONAL
SUPPORT
PROJECTS
Aware 9139 8.3 18.3 364 5 5.6 7 1.7 8.8 74 15
Not aware 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Table 3a. Sources of information about EU regional support projects i second choice
- by country

QUESTION: Q1B. Where did you hear about it?- Second choice

Base: those who had heaatiout EU cefinanced projects and mentioned a source firtly

_ g o - o 3

s 22 8¢ » ¢ £ § 5 2 8§ 3B

[t Xc Xc X ] ] ] ] P S S
EU27 9001 111 143 177 107 65 4.9 2.1 3.2 6.8 227

COUNTRY

B0 Belgium 148 102 87 177 191 6.9 1.9 7.2 7 53 161
mm Bulgaria 446 19 142 144 97 68 1.6 4.3 3.7 6.8 19.6
hm CzechRep. 568 11.3 106 211 134 143 5.1 1.8 48 42 133
amm Denmark 160 43 167 12 3 4.4 0 0 3.2 12.3  44.2
Em  Germany 183 65 78 162 102 54 4.3 5.2 4.1 93 31
&= Estonia 568 127 105 174 16 153 75 0.9 2.7 6.6 105
= Greece 452 161 9.2 19 4.8 7.6 6.5 2.8 2.3 6.9 249
Z= Spain 431 139 13 159 134 58 9.1 1.9 27 3.7 207
BB France 248 7.4 118 114 55 11 6 2 1.2 8.1 455
BN lreland 162 19 91 103 109 6.1 6.9 0.3 4.2 52 279
il taly 328 162 222 184 53 54 08 0.7 1.8 53 239
Cyprus 404 75 116 173 136 3.8 1.7 1.6 33 107 287
= Latvia 676 55 156 215 14 129 7.8 0.9 4.8 1.8 149
mm Lithuania 658 7.9 126 248 109 126 9.4 1.6 9.1 38 7.2
== Luxembourg 258 9.1 16 148 16 57 36 2.4 35 7 218
== Hungary 505 97 165 164 71 111 6.9 1.4 3.9 11.7 151
B Malta 384 176 53 151 11 35 1.4 4.1 1.1 114 296
=== Netherlands 184 104 122 118 49 6.4 4.3 2.9 6.5 16.3 243
== Austria 212 107 11.8 193 84 5.4 3 7 3.2 3.7 274
= Poland 690 10.7 184 21 149 7.4 6.1 15 3 6.2 108
El Portugal 487 195 128 198 105 7.3 46 1.9 3.7 7 129
B 1 Romania 638 9.6 15 205 125 6.9 3.4 1.7 3.6 74 194
gmm Slovenia 583 141 114 201 142 10 4.2 2.3 1.6 5 17.1
mm Slovakia 706 7.3 117 20 228 166 2.2 0.9 8.2 4 6.3
+4—  Finland 337 5 186 162 89 35 1.3 2.3 29 109 304
== Sweden 267 32 158 162 6.4 2.6 3.7 0.6 4.6 56 413
2% m;%%m 124 65 102 165 132 25 3.2 1.2 1.7 108 343
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Table 3b. Sources of information about EU regional support projects i second choice
- by segment

QUESTION: Q1B. Where did you hear about it?- Second choice

Base: those who had heard about EUficanced projects and mentioned a source firtly

2 )
S5 58 s T ¢ & <
z 3§ §% S 3 2 8 % I ¢
g 22 32 £ ¢ £ & & = 8 &
= e Xc = = RS = RS R S S
EU27 9001 111 143 177 107 65 4.9 21 32 68 227
SEX
Male 4826 115 134 175 98 6.9 5.9 22 34 69 223
Female 4175 106 154 178 118 6 3.7 1.9 3 6.8 23
AGE
15- 24 877 118 10 16 96 122 7.3 23 33 83 192
25-39 2106 10 14 185 106 105 52 1.7 42 46 207
40 - 54 2627 104 155 159 94 6.3 6.6 26 45 68 22
55 + 3310 116 149 189 12 27 2.7 1.9 16 81 256
EDUCATION
(end of)
Until 15 years of age 1147 11 128 181 12 1.2 3.8 1.1 13 77 311
16- 20 3772 112 147 175 126 6 45 23 32 68 211
20 + 3208 108 148 18 84 85 5.3 25 41 59 218
Still in education 668 9.8 139 172 7.7 105 81 1 29 105 186
"I URBANISATION
" Metropolitan 1732 129 141 161 117 9.4 5.1 1.7 33 67 189
Urban 4035 105 157 183 108 6.2 5.1 22 34 65 214
Rural 3195 105 124 178 102 54 45 2.2 3 74 264
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 1055 9.6 15 179 89 99 4.7 3.4 3 74 202
Employee 3059 9.9 151 168 92 83 6.5 26 47 59 212
Manual worker 826 135 9.1 182 11 44 4.8 2 66 55 249
Not working 4028 115 147 183 124 438 3.7 1.3 15 77 24
EU REGIONAL
SUPPORT
PROJ ECTS
Aware 9001 11.1 143 177 107 65 4.9 21 32 68 227
Not aware 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Table 4a. Perceived benefits of EU regional support projectsi by country

QUESTION: Q1C. Taking into consideration all the projects you have heardbout, would you say that this support
had a positive or negative impact on the development in your city or region?

Base: those who had heard about EUficanced projects

% Positive % Negative
Total N impact impact % DK/NA
EU27 9139 76.3 9.6 14.1
COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 149 81.7 9.3 9
mm Bulgaria 448 718 14.2 14.1
hw CzechRep. 575 83.9 7.3 8.8
2= Denmark 164 60.3 8.3 315
BN Germany 187 80 6.2 13.8
E= Estonia 577 89 4.2 6.7
= Greece 454 74.1 17.3 8.5
T~ Spain 435 78.7 11.4 9.9
Bl France 256 71.2 9.5 19.3
j I lreland 168 89.8 3.2 7
il ray 335 55.9 15 29.1
Cyprus 408 81.6 7.4 11.1
== Latvia 678 78.9 11.8 9.3
g Lithuania 659 89.8 3.4 6.8
=== Luxembourg 259 86.2 5.2 8.6
== Hungary 595 86.1 5.5 8.5
B Malta 388 79.7 5.3 14.9
== Netherlands 186 79.7 8.1 12.2
= Austria 215 77.1 8.4 14.5
== Poland 691 90.1 4.2 5.7
Bl Portugal 498 69.5 15 154
B Romania 643 73.2 14.8 12
gmm Slovenia 593 81.3 6.6 121
mm  Slovakia 713 83.7 5.7 10.5
-4—  Finland 339 86.4 3.7 9.8
=  Sweden 278 61.4 6.2 32.4
S  United Kingdom 131 69.9 8.7 21.4
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Table 4b. Perceived benefits of EU regional support projectsi by segment

QUESTION: Q1C. Taking into consideration all the projects you have heard about, would you say that this support
had a positive or negative impact on the development in your city or region?

Base: those whohad heard about EUfitanced projects

% Positive % Negative

Total N impact impact DK/NA
EU27 9139 76.3 9.6 141
SEX
Male 4917 76.9 10.2 12.9
Female 4222 75.6 8.9 15.5
AGE
15-24 893 77.9 10.2 11.9
25-39 2129 80 7.9 12.1
40 - 54 2680 77.8 8.5 13.7
55 + 3356 72.9 11 16.1
EDUC ATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 1162 68.8 14.3 16.9
16- 20 3828 75.8 9.8 14.5
20 + 3268 79.2 7.3 135
Still in education 669 81.7 8.4 9.9
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 1765 78.7 9 12.3
Urban 4086 77.4 8.2 145
Rural 3249 73.9 113 14.8
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 1082 75.3 11 13.7
Employee 3116 79.2 7.9 12.8
Manual worker 834 80.1 9.6 10.3
Not working 4074 73.7 10.2 16
EU REGIONAL SUPPORT
PROJECTS
Aware 9139 76.3 9.6 14.1
Not aware 0 0 0 0
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Table 5a. Reasos why EU regional support projects were seen to have had a negative
impact T by country

QUESTION: Q1D. Why do you think it was negative?

Base: those who had seen a negative impact of EU regional support in their area

% There
was too
little % Funding % Too
fundingto  went to the difficult to
make an wrong access the % Other
Total N impact projects funds reasons % DK/NA
EU27 875 10.5 36.9 21 26.2 5.3
COUNTRY
B0 Belgium 14 3.9 39.1 30.8 20.9 5.3
mm Bulgaria 64 26.4 314 19.7 7.3 15.2
b= CzechRe. 42 31.2 333 19.8 115 4.1
== Denmark 14 14.7 13 11.2 43.2 17.9
EE Germany 12 5.4 66.8 0 27.8 0
&= Estonia 24 21.3 50.8 5 14.7 8.3
I= Greece 79 5.5 38.4 13.5 38.7 4
Z— Spain 49 15.9 29.2 22.4 30 25
BB France 24 19.5 23 29.5 19.1 8.9
g1 Ireland 5 24 131 25.5 25.3 12.2
Il ey 50 4.4 48.7 14.4 26.9 5.6
Cyprus 30 5.3 42.4 15.7 31.1 5.6
== latvia 80 9.9 52 22 135 25
s Lithuania 23 9.2 59.1 7.3 10.5 13.9
== Luxembourg 13 4.8 57.6 10.7 21.2 5.8
= Hungary 33 3.8 16.4 32.7 44.5 2.6
B Malta 21 21.1 31.6 3.6 37.2 6.5
== Netherlands 15 4 33.1 16.3 46.6 0
== Austria 18 0 46.7 5.6 47.7 0
= Poland 29 3.4 26.6 39.9 28.2 1.9
El Portugal 75 15.2 40.1 7 24.8 12.8
BB Romania 95 8.7 33.4 37.1 19.1 1.7
gmm Slovenia 39 11.5 41.6 9.7 29.9 7.2
mm Slovakia 41 26 54.8 121 7.1 0
4—  Finland 13 5.2 27.6 27.4 39.8 0
= Sweden 17 7.8 8.3 7.7 76.1 0
Sl United Kingdom 11 5.4 29.9 14.1 29.3 21.2
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Table 5b. Reasons why EU regional support projects were seen to have had a negative
impact T by segment

QUESTION: Q1D. Why do you think it was negative?

Base: those who had seen a negative impact of EU regional support in their area

% There
was too %
little Funding
funding went to % Too
to make the difficult
an wrong to access % Other %
Total N impact projects the funds  reasons DK/NA

EU27 875 10.5 36.9 21 26.2 5.3
SEX
Male 501 9 33.7 235 29.7 4.1
Female 374 12.6 41.2 17.7 21.6 6.9
AGE
15-24 91 5.8 42.3 20.9 29.2 1.7
25-39 167 11.9 29.8 32.7 23.2 2.4
40 -54 227 10 36.3 19.8 27.7 6.2
55+ 370 11.6 37.8 17.4 26.1 7.1
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 166 11.8 39.2 171 24.7 7.2
16- 20 374 135 30.8 22.4 29.8 34
20 + 238 4.7 35.2 27.2 24.7 8.2
Still in education 56 104 59.2 1 28.8 0.6
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 160 15.5 31.9 27.6 19.6 5.4
Urban 334 7.4 39.8 22.2 25.7 5
Rural 368 11.6 34.3 17.9 30.6 5.6
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 119 8 36.1 24.9 30.3 0.6
Employee 248 8 33.8 26 28.6 3.6
Manual worker 80 18.9 29.9 25.6 20.1 5.5
Not working 417 114 38.8 16.7 254 7.7
EU REGIONAL SUPPORT
PROJECTS
Aware 875 10.5 36.9 21 26.2 5.3
Not aware 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Table 6a. Perceptions about personal benefits from EU regional support projectsi by
country

QUESTION: Q2. Have you in your daily life benefited from a project funded by the European Regional Development
Fund or the Cohesion Fund?

Total N % Yes % No % DK/NA
EU27 27067 13 83.5 35
COUNTRY
B8 Belgium 1000 35 95.5 1
mm Bulgaria 1005 9.9 85 5.1
hm CzechRep. 1000 24.7 69.2 6.1
e Denmark 1002 6.2 85.1 8.8
B Germany 1003 9.2 87.4 3.4
B= Estonia 1006 28.5 61.8 9.8
= Greece 1000 23.6 70.8 5.6
2= Spain 1002 21.4 75.2 3.4
Bl France 1010 3.8 94.3 1.9
g1 lreland 1000 22.7 70.2 7.1
Il tay 1002 4.7 94.8 0.5
Cyprus 1000 13.1 82.8 4.2
m— | atvia 1002 25.6 69.8 4.6
@ Lithuania 1001 28.2 65.3 6.4
== Luxembourg 1002 10.6 88 1.3
= Hungary 1007 24.3 70.6 5.1
B Malta 1001 16.9 78.6 4.5
== Netherlands 1008 7.1 89.2 3.8
= Austria 1000 8.1 87.5 4.4
mm Poland 1008 43.6 53.8 25
B Portugal 1001 12.2 85.1 2.7
B Romania 1002 15 81.1 39
gmm Slovenia 1001 23.3 70.5 6.2
mm Slovakia 1001 24.9 68.1 7
4—  Finland 1000 11.7 83.8 4.5
e Sweden 1003 9.3 76.6 14.1
SiE  United Kingdom 1000 5 89.9 5.2

page53



Annex Flash EB N° 298 1 EU regional policy

Table 6b. Perceptions about personal benefits from EU regional support projects i by
segment

QUESTION: Q2. Have you in your daily life benefited from a project funded by the European Regional Development
Fund or the Cohesion Fund?

Total N % Yes % No % DK/NA
EU27 27067 13 83.5 35
SEX
Male 13087 15.3 81.3 3.4
Female 13980 10.7 85.6 3.7
AGE
15-24 3939 11.9 83.8 43
25-39 6064 14.7 81.3 4
40 - 54 7294 14.4 81.6 4
55 + 9475 11.2 86.1 2.7
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4180 6.9 90.6 2.6
16- 20 11656 12 84.5 35
20 + 7875 17.6 78.8 3.7
Still in education 2691 13.2 81.7 5.1
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 5002 15.2 81.3 3.6
Urban 11504 13.6 83.2 3.2
Rural 10382 11.3 84.8 3.8
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2733 18.8 775 3.6
Employee 8985 13.6 82.1 4.3
Manual worker 2478 14 834 2.6
Not working 12717 11.2 85.6 3.2
EU REGIONAL SUPPORT
PROJECTS
Aware 9139 29.9 67.1 3.1
Not aware 17698 4.3 92.1 3.6

pageb54



Flash EB N0 298 i EU regional policy

Annex

Table 7a. Beneficiaries of EU regionalsupport: concentration on the poorest regions

i s T &y country

QUESTION: Q4. Most European regional funding is concentrated on the poorest regions in order to help them to
catch up. In your opinion, is this rather a good or rather a bad thing?

i rN

=gl

wua T EFaBLNI=HIEN

% Rather a good

% Rather a bad

Total N thing thing % DK/NA

EU27 27067 88.3 6.1 5.6
COUNTRY

Belgium 1000 89.5 4.9 5.6
Bulgaria 1005 89.7 5.6 4.7
Czech Rep. 1000 87 7.3 5.7
Denmark 1002 90.3 33 6.4
Germany 1003 83.5 9.4 7.2
Estonia 1006 88.3 4.9 6.9
Greece 1000 92.6 4.2 3.2
Spain 1002 92 4.3 37
France 1010 91.2 5.4 3.3
Ireland 1000 92.2 2.9 4.8
Italy 1002 87.5 6.7 5.8
Cyprus 1000 94.4 2.8 2.8
Latvia 1002 88.5 5.4 6.1
Lithuania 1001 88.1 2.4 9.5
Luxembourg 1002 91 6.1 2.8
Hungary 1007 91.1 3.8 5.1
Malta 1001 92.5 3.8 37
Netherlands 1008 86.7 7.4 6
Austria 1000 82.3 10.8 6.8
Poland 1008 93.5 3.8 2.7
Portugal 1001 86.5 6.8 6.7
Romania 1002 92.2 2 5.8
Slovenia 1001 88.6 6.8 45
Slovakia 1001 91.1 5.2 3.6
Finland 1000 85.8 9.2 4.9
Sweden 1003 87.1 6.1 6.8
United Kingdom 1000 84.8 6.3 8.9
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Table 7b. Beneficiaries of EU regional support: concentration on the poorest regions
i s 1 Bysegment

QUESTION: Q4. Most European regional funding is concentrated on the poorest regions in order to help them to
catch up. In your opinion, is thisrather a good or rather a bad thing?

% Rather a good % Rather a bad

Total N thing thing % DK/NA
EU27 27067 88.3 6.1 5.6
SEX
Male 13087 88.1 7 4.9
Female 13980 88.4 5.2 6.3
AGE
15-24 3939 92.7 3.7 3.6
25-39 6064 89.5 6.3 4.1
40 - 54 7294 88.1 6.5 5.4
55 + 9475 86.2 6.5 7.3
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4180 85.4 6.6 8
16- 20 11656 87.4 6.7 5.9
20 + 7875 89.6 5.8 4.6
Still in education 2691 94.2 3.2 2.7
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 5002 88.9 5.6 5.5
Urban 11504 89.4 5.7 4.9
Rural 10382 87 6.7 6.3
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2733 85.9 8 6.2
Employee 8985 89 6 5
Manual worker 2478 86.9 8.7 4.3
Not working 12717 88.6 5.2 6.2
EU REGIONAL SUPPORT
PROJECTS
Aware 9139 915 5 35
Not aware 17698 86.7 6.7 6.6
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Table 8a. Should the EU support all regions or focus exclusively on the poorer ones?
T by country

QUESTION: Q4A. Outside the poorest regions European regional policy also supports economic development
projects although there is less money available. In your opinion, should the EU support all regions or concentrate
exclusively on the poorer ones?

% The EU should
% The EU should only support the

Total N help all its regions poorer regions % DK/NA
EU27 27067 47.1 48.5 4.4
COUNTRY
B0 Belgium 1000 45 51.4 3.7
mm Bulgaria 1005 58.3 36.4 5.3
hm CzechRep. 1000 60.8 34.7 45
am Denmark 1002 32.8 58 9.2
== Germany 1003 43.7 49.7 6.6
E= Estonia 1006 53.5 415 5
= Greece 1000 44 54.7 1.3
i~ Spain 1002 42.6 55.9 1.5
BB France 1010 52 43.8 4.2
B1 Ireland 1000 49.6 48.5 1.9
Il ity 1002 49.1 47.8 3.1
Cyprus 1000 57.7 40.9 1.3
= |atvia 1002 63.1 321 4.8
@ Lithuania 1001 46.2 46 7.8
== Luxembourg 1002 50.5 46.7 2.8
= Hungary 1007 49.9 47.6 25
B Malta 1001 427 54.6 2.7
== Netherlands 1008 40.8 53.8 5.4
== Austria 1000 47.9 47.1 5
= Poland 1008 50 46.8 3.2
Bl Portugal 1001 45.7 51.8 2.5
Bl Romania 1002 43.4 51.1 5.5
gmm Slovenia 1001 48.7 47 4.4
pm  Slovakia 1001 58.4 39.4 2.2
-—  Finland 1000 54.7 40 5.3
== Sweden 1003 46.3 43.2 10.5
Si&  United Kingdom 1000 44.8 50.3 4.9
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Table 8b. Should the EU support all regions or focus exclusively on the poorer ones?
i by segment

QUESTION: Q4A. Outside the poorest regions European regional policy also supports economic development
projects although there is less money available. In your opinion, should the EU support all regioosconcentrate
exclusively on the poorer ones?

% The EU should
% The EU should only support the

Total N help all its regions poorer regions % DK/NA
EU27 27067 47.1 48.5 4.4
SEX
Male 13087 48.2 47.3 45
Female 13980 46.1 49.7 4.2
AGE
15- 24 3939 55.1 415 34
25-39 6064 55.8 41 3.1
40 - 54 7294 48.7 47.2 4.1
55 + 9475 37 57.3 5.6
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4180 35.6 60.2 4.2
16- 20 11656 47.5 48 4.6
20 + 7875 51.3 44.2 45
Still in education 2691 53.4 43.1 35
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 5002 47.4 48.2 4.5
Urban 11504 46.7 49.3 4
Rural 10382 475 47.8 4.7
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2733 52.5 42 55
Employee 8985 514 45.3 3.4
Manual worker 2478 50.6 45.6 3.8
Not working 12717 42.4 52.7 4.9
EU REGIONAL
SUPPORT PROJECTS
Aware 9139 49.9 47.1 3
Not aware 17698 45.8 49.3 4.9
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Table 9a. Where should EU regional support be targeted? by country
QUESTION: Q4B. Where would you target aid under EU regional policy?
%o AMentionedd shown
0 = 035
é, é 28 ﬁ %EJ E.E
oc 3 Z 0 g2 BE
= 228 R §f Eic 63y &
s  &58% 5% 5% e85 6558 &
EU27 27067 74.9 22 47.2 31.9 47.3 3.6
COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 1000 62.1 18.6 35.9 12.9 17.1 9.7
mm Bulgaria 1005 86 33.1 47.3 37.6 66.9 3.4
hm CzechRep. 1000 77.7 27.9 43.9 27 35.7 4.6
am Denmark 1002 69.9 22.6 49.2 317 28.6 5.9
= Germany 1003 74.7 27.7 50.1 36.3 52.7 3.6
E=  Estonia 1006 63.2 33.4 52.8 43.3 54.3 2.2
I=  Greece 1000 72.6 46.3 42.8 27.5 54.5 1.1
Z_ Spain 1002 72.8 9.6 35.4 27.4 37.7 3
BB France 1010 67.9 16.4 51.4 32.4 51.3 4.5
B Ireland 1000 78.4 23.3 50.1 31.6 47.3 21
i1 taly 1002 77.7 13.3 35.8 24.5 20.3 3.4
Cyprus 1000 64.2 27.2 46.7 30.1 58.9 1.8
| atvia 1002 83.9 33.1 64.8 51.3 62.7 2
@ Lithuania 1001 81.8 10.1 49 19.9 41.4 2.9
== Luxembourg 1002 73.9 32.8 66.2 48.1 57.5 3.2
= Hungary 1007 93.1 35.3 69.1 53.9 60.6 0.6
B Malta 1001 56.8 10.1 51.7 21.5 9.4 8
== Netherlands 1008 59.6 12.7 39.1 16.7 29 5.2
== Austria 1000 77.1 28.4 42.7 36.2 64.5 3
== Poland 1008 87.8 26.4 59 34.7 64.3 1.6
[l Portugal 1001 71.6 22.7 46.7 36.1 55.7 3.8
B Romania 1002 72.6 25.1 68 41.2 77.3 3.1
gmm Slovenia 1001 70 16.2 19.9 24.2 57.6 3.4
mm Slovakia 1001 88.1 32.4 50 41.6 51.2 2.3
4—  Finland 1000 77.2 32.8 42.4 32.5 51.9 2
= Sweden 1003 73.2 20.4 38.3 28.2 43.3 7.4
B¢ United Kingdom 1000 74.6 24.6 47.4 335 51.2 35
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Table 9b. Where should EU regional support be targeted?i by segment
QUESTION: Q4B. Where would you target aid under EU regional policy?

% of iMenti oneddé shown

[ 0 8 .é [
s & g2 §88 2
Sc 3 = 8Zg ©E
= 2% 3 §: ELE bgg 3
g c£2 =9 cf 52 <E§ %
[ O0=5 o¢g OS5 oo O6c a
EU27 27067 74.9 22 47.2 31.9 47.3 3.6
SEX
Male 13087 72.8 23.4 47.2 33.9 47.4 35
Female 13980 76.8 20.6 47.2 30 47.2 3.6
AGE
15-24 3939 73.7 22.8 48.2 32.1 46 29
25-39 6064 78.1 22.8 52.1 33.8 48.1 25
40 - 54 7294 76.4 215 46.1 33 47.9 2.3
55 + 9475 72.2 21.4 44.6 29.8 47.3 54
EDUCATION (end
of)
Until 15 years of age 4180 76.2 19.5 41.1 25.1 44.1 4.6
16- 20 11656 74.9 23.3 47.4 33.8 48.2 35
20 + 7875 74.4 21.8 494 33.7 48.6 2.6
Still in education 2691 75.4 21.8 50.5 31.2 46.7 3.2
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 5002 74.6 22.2 49.2 33.1 43.6 3.7
Urban 11504 76.1 20.9 48.5 315 44.8 3.1
Rural 10382 73.7 23 44.7 31.8 52.2 3.9
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2733 69.7 22.4 45.9 36.4 50.1 25
Employee 8985 76 21.9 48.4 33.9 46.5 2.5
Manual worker 2478 79.1 20.9 47.6 30.3 46.5 3.6
Not working 12717 74.4 22.2 46.5 29.8 47.8 4.5
EU REGIONAL
SUPPORT
PROJECTS
Aware 9139 76.3 24.2 525 35.8 53.6 2
Not aware 17698 74.2 20.8 44 .4 29.9 44.1 4.2
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Table 10a. EU regional policyi priority sectors: Better transport facil ities (rail, road,
airports) 1 by country

QUESTION: Q5_A. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell
me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones foowr city or your
region? - Better transport facilities (rail, road, airports)

% Among the more

Total N important ones % Less important % DK/NA
EU27 27067 69.4 28.7 1.9
COUNTRY
B0 Belgium 1000 69.3 27.5 3.2
mm Bulgaria 1005 76.8 20.3 2.9
hs Czed Rep. 1000 74.4 24.4 1.1
am Denmark 1002 62.4 36 1.6
== Germany 1003 62.7 35.8 1.5
&= Estonia 1006 83.7 14.4 1.8
= Greece 1000 69.6 27.6 2.7
T Spain 1002 66 31.9 2
Bl France 1010 67.4 30.8 1.8
g1 reland 1000 74.3 24.7 0.9
Bl taly 1002 79.2 19.6 1.2
Cyprus 1000 75.7 23 1.2
== Latvia 1002 69.2 27.4 3.4
mm Lithuania 1001 58.6 36.9 45
=  Luxembourg 1002 68.3 30 1.8
== Hungary 1007 76.4 22.5 1.1
B Malta 1001 80.7 16.3 3
= Netherlands 1008 55.1 43.8 11
== Austria 1000 71.9 26.9 1.2
- Poland 1008 85.4 12.6 2
Bl Portugal 1001 48.8 48.1 3.1
B Romania 1002 80.9 16.2 3
gmm Slovenia 1001 73.9 23.3 2.8
mm Slovakia 1001 81.5 16.5 1.9
-+—  Finland 1000 58.9 39.5 1.6
== Sweden 1003 63.8 31.6 4.6
Sf€  United Kingdom 1000 64.1 33.8 2.1
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Table 10b. EU regional policy1 priority sectors: Better transport facilities (rail, road,
airports) i by segment

QUESTION: Q5_A. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell
me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your
region? - Better transport facilities (rail, road, airports)

% Among the more

Total N important ones % Less important % DK/NA
EU27 27067 69.4 28.7 1.9
SEX
Male 13087 71.6 26.8 1.6
Female 13980 67.3 30.5 2.2
AGE
15-24 3939 66.3 32.3 14
25-39 6064 67.8 31.2 1
40 - 54 7294 70.8 28.4 0.8
55 + 9475 70.7 25.8 35
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4180 68.9 28 3.2
16- 20 11656 69.7 28.4 19
20 + 7875 70.9 27.9 1.2
Still in education 2691 64.8 33.9 1.3
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 5002 69 29.1 1.9
Urban 11504 68.8 29.6 1.6
Rural 10382 70.2 27.6 2.2
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2733 72.5 26.3 1.2
Employee 8985 68.3 30.8 0.9
Manual worker 2478 72 26.8 1.2
Not working 12717 69 28.1 2.9
EU REGIONAL
SUPPORT PROJECTS
Aware 9139 76.8 21.9 1.2
Not aware 17698 65.5 324 2.1
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Table 11a. EU regional policyi priority sectors: Energy networks (electricity, gas) i
by country

QUESTION: Q5_B. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to yo®lease tell
me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your
region? - Energy networks (electricity, gas)

% Among the more

Total N important ones % Less important % DK/NA
EU27 27067 60.6 36.7 2.7
COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 1000 67.3 29.3 3.4
mm Bulgaria 1005 59.4 315 9.1
hm CzechRep. 1000 60.2 37.2 2.7
e Denmark 1002 54.4 43.6 1.9
mm  Germany 1003 60.3 38 1.7
=  Estonia 1006 72,5 23.3 4.2
= Greece 1000 70.5 25.8 3.7
Zi= Spain 1002 58.7 37.9 3.4
BN France 1010 57.2 40.6 2.2
il Ireland 1000 66.5 32.6 0.9
Bl taly 1002 70.1 28.1 1.8
Cyprus 1000 74.7 22.7 2.6
== Latvia 1002 55.7 40.1 4.3
mm Lithuania 1001 72.1 23.3 4.6
=  Luxembourg 1002 66.8 317 1.6
= Hungary 1007 66.7 32.3 1
B Malta 1001 85.4 12.1 25
= Netherlands 1008 47.2 50.4 2.4
== Austria 1000 61.3 37.1 1.6
- Poland 1008 59.4 38.1 25
M Portugal 1001 50.8 45.6 3.6
B Romania 1002 65.6 29.9 4.4
gmm Slovenia 1001 73.2 24.9 1.9
mm Slovakia 1001 63.3 34.9 1.8
-<4—  Finland 1000 52.6 44.3 3.1
==  Sweden 1003 52.2 43.3 4.4
Si€  United Kingdom 1000 57.1 39.4 3.4
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Table 11b. EU regional polcy i priority sectors: Energy networks (electricity, gas) 1
by segment

QUESTION: Q5_B. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell
me for each of them, if you consider them among the more importamtr less important ones for your city or your
region? - Energy networks (electricity, gas)

% Among the more

Total N important ones % Less important % DK/NA
EU27 27067 60.6 36.7 2.7
SEX
Male 13087 59.4 38.6 2
Female 13980 61.8 34.9 3.4
AGE
15-24 3939 61.5 35.7 2.8
25-39 6064 57 40.9 2.1
40 - 54 7294 58.2 40.4 1.4
55 + 9475 64.5 315 4
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4180 66.8 29.1 4.1
16- 20 11656 61 36.5 25
20 + 7875 56 42.2 1.8
Still in educati on 2691 61.9 35.4 2.7
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 5002 58.9 39.1 2
Urban 11504 59.9 37.3 2.8
Rural 10382 62.1 35.1 2.8
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2733 57 41.1 1.9
Employee 8985 55.9 42.5 1.6
Manual worker 2478 63.9 34.3 1.8
Not working 12717 64.2 32.1 3.8
EU REGIONAL
SUPPORT PROJECTS
Aware 9139 59.6 38.4 2
Not aware 17698 61.1 36 2.9
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Table 12a. EU regional policy i priority sectors: Renewable, clean energy i by
country

QUESTION: Q5_C. EU regional policy can support manydifferent sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell
me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your
region? - Renewable, clean energy

% Among the more

Total N important ones % Less important % DK/NA
EU27 27067 78.9 17.5 35
COUNTRY
B0 Belgium 1000 80.8 14.6 4.6
mm Bulgaria 1005 58.7 29.2 121
hm CzechRep. 1000 68.1 28.6 33
amm Denmark 1002 87.4 10.7 1.9
==  Germany 1003 85.3 12.8 1.9
&= Estonia 1006 66.7 24.2 9.1
= Greece 1000 79.7 14.6 5.7
i~ Spain 1002 77.5 18.9 3.6
Bl France 1010 78.5 18.9 2.6
g1 reland 1000 84.1 14.2 1.7
Il Ity 1002 88 9.5 25
Cyprus 1000 83.8 11.9 4.3
== Llatvia 1002 53.6 38.4 8
s Lithuania 1001 69.2 24.7 6.1
= Luxembourg 1002 87.3 10.8 1.8
== Hungary 1007 80.9 17.3 1.8
B Malta 1001 94.6 3.2 2.2
== Netherlands 1008 79.3 19.6 11
== Austria 1000 91.3 7.8 0.9
= Poland 1008 70.7 24.3 5.1
Bl Portugal 1001 76.9 16.6 6.5
B Romania 1002 64.1 27.4 8.6
gmm Slovenia 1001 87.5 9.7 2.8
mm Slovakia 1001 63.2 30.4 6.3
-4—  Finland 1000 79.9 17.6 2.4
B Sweden 1003 83.7 12.5 3.8
Sf€  United Kingdom 1000 76.1 20.1 3.8
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Table 12b. EU regional policy i priority sectors: Renewable, clean energy i by
segment

QUESTION: Q5_C. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell
me for each of them, if you considethem among the more important or less important ones for your city or your
region? - Renewable, clean energy

% Among the more

Total N important ones % Less important % DK/NA
EU27 27067 78.9 17.5 35
SEX
Male 13087 78.5 18.7 2.7
Female 13980 79.3 16.4 4.3
AGE
15-24 3939 81.8 16.4 1.8
25-39 6064 79.1 18.2 2.7
40 - 54 7294 80.1 17.7 2.2
55 + 9475 77.2 17 5.8
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4180 79 15 6
16- 20 11656 78.7 17.9 3.4
20 + 7875 78.9 18.9 2.2
Still in education 2691 82.3 15.7 2
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 5002 78.9 18.3 2.7
Urban 11504 79.8 17.1 3.2
Rural 10382 78.2 17.6 4.2
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2733 78.9 18.9 2.3
Employee 8985 80.1 17.9 2
Manual worker 2478 775 19.3 3.2
Not working 12717 78.5 16.6 5
EU REGIONAL
SUPPORT PROJECTS
Aware 9139 77 19.9 3.1
Not aware 17698 80.1 16.3 3.6
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Table 13a. EU regional policy T priority sectors: Research and innovation 7 by
country

QUESTION: Q5_D. EU regional poicy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell
me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your
region? - Research and innovation

% Among the more

Total N important ones % Less important % DK/NA
EU27 27067 72.6 23.3 4.1
COUNTRY
B0 Belgium 1000 73.6 20.9 5.5
mm Bulgaria 1005 51.8 34.3 13.9
b= CzechRep. 1000 73.7 21.8 45
amm Denmark 1002 77.4 19.5 3.2
==  Germany 1003 83.3 14 2.7
&= Estonia 1006 55.3 30.5 14.2
= Greece 1000 59.1 33.1 7.8
i~ Spain 1002 79.4 17.8 2.7
Bl France 1010 75.5 22.1 2.4
f 1 Ireland 1000 73.9 235 2.6
il taly 1002 87.3 11 1.7
Cyprus 1000 65.7 27.3 7
== Latvia 1002 54.1 36.7 9.2
s Lithuania 1001 43.2 45.9 10.9
== Luxembourg 1002 78.5 19.6 2
== Hungary 1007 53.3 43.3 34
B Malta 1001 69.9 23.2 6.9
== Netherlands 1008 68.4 29.3 2.3
== Austria 1000 79.3 18.7 2
= Poland 1008 55.6 38.2 6.2
Bl Portugal 1001 64.4 26.2 9.4
B Romania 1002 59.3 33.8 6.9
gms Slovenia 1001 68.4 28.1 35
mm Slovakia 1001 56.1 35.1 8.8
-4—  Finland 1000 66.3 29.4 4.3
== Sweden 1003 76.9 18.6 4.4
Sf€  United Kingdom 1000 64.1 30.7 5.2
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Table 13b. EU regional policy T priority sectors: Research and innovation i by
segment

QUESTION: Q5_D. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell
me for each of ttem, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your
region? - Research and innovation

% Among the more

Total N important ones % Less important % DK/NA
EU27 27067 72.6 23.3 4.1
SEX
Male 13087 76.1 21 2.9
Female 13980 69.4 254 5.2
AGE
15-24 3939 68.6 29.4 2
25-39 6064 70 27.4 2.6
40 - 54 7294 74.3 22.6 3
55 + 9475 74.7 18.6 6.7
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4180 711 21.2 7.7
16- 20 11656 71.4 24.6 4
20 + 7875 76.6 21.3 2.2
Still in education 2691 71 26.5 25
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 5002 73 24.1 2.9
Urban 11504 74.5 21.6 3.8
Rural 10382 70.4 24.7 4.9
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2733 76.9 19.7 3.3
Employee 8985 72.8 25.2 2
Manual worker 2478 66.1 29.5 4.5
Not working 12717 73 21.3 5.7
EU REGIONAL
SUPPORT PROJECTS
Aware 9139 72.4 24.3 3.3
Not aware 17698 72.9 22.8 4.2
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Table 14a. EU regional policyi priority sectors: Broadband and internet access i by
country

QUESTION: Q5_E. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell
me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your
region? - Broadband and Internet access

% Among the more

Total N important ones % Less important % DK/NA
EU27 27067 47 48.3 4.6
COUNTRY
B0 Belgium 1000 53.7 41.1 5.2
mm Bulgaria 1005 41.6 43.4 15
hm CzechRep. 1000 53.6 42.6 3.8
am Denmark 1002 49 48.9 21
= Germany 1003 50.7 46.1 3.2
&= Estonia 1006 58.9 31.8 9.3
= Greece 1000 52.3 36.8 10.9
i~ Spain 1002 34.2 58.6 7.2
Bl France 1010 47.4 49.8 2.8
g1 reland 1000 69.9 28.1 21
Bl taly 1002 43.9 51.4 47
Cyprus 1000 51.8 38.9 9.3
== Latvia 1002 40.2 50.2 9.6
@ Lithuania 1001 36.9 55.9 7.2
= Luxembourg 1002 42.6 54.8 2.6
== Hungary 1007 39.9 57.2 2.9
B Malta 1001 56 375 6.5
= Netherlands 1008 46.4 49.7 3.8
== Austria 1000 37.6 58.3 4.1
= Poland 1008 62.8 32.6 4.6
El Portugal 1001 38 53.3 8.8
B Romania 1002 48.7 45.1 6.2
gmm Slovenia 1001 61.6 35.2 3.3
mm Slovakia 1001 51.1 46.6 2.3
-—  Finland 1000 49.1 47.3 3.6
== Sweden 1003 39.9 57.7 2.4
Sf€  United Kingdom 1000 44.1 52 3.9
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Table 14b. EU regional policyi priority sectors: Broadband and internet access i by
segment

QUESTION: Q5_E. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas tooy. Please tell
me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your
region? - Broadband and Internet access

% Among the more

Total N important ones % Less important % DK/NA
EU27 27067 47 48.3 4.6
SEX
Male 13087 50.5 46.1 3.4
Female 13980 43.8 50.4 5.7
AGE
15-24 3939 52.9 46.2 0.8
25-39 6064 49.1 49.3 1.6
40 - 54 7294 48.9 48.6 24
55 + 9475 41.9 48.3 9.9
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4180 37.7 50.8 11.5
16- 20 11656 48.1 47.8 4
20 + 7875 48.4 49.5 2.2
Still in education 2691 54 44.4 1.6
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 5002 43 53.5 35
Urban 11504 44.9 50.6 4.5
Rural 10382 51.2 43.5 5.3
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2733 52.6 45.1 2.2
Employee 8985 47.3 51.4 1.4
Manual worker 2478 48.8 47.8 34
Not working 12717 45.2 47.1 7.7
EU REGIONAL
SUPPORT PROJECTS
Aware 9139 49.4 46.7 3.9
Not aware 17698 45.8 49.4 4.8
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Table 15a. EU regional policyi priority sectors: Environment 7 by country

QUESTION: Q5_F. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell
me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your
region? - Environment

% Among the more

Total N important ones % Less important % DK/NA
EU27 27067 87.2 11.4 1.4
COUNTRY
B0 Belgium 1000 85.1 12 2.9
mm Bulgaria 1005 77.8 16 6.2
b= CzechRep. 1000 87.3 115 1.1
2= Denmark 1002 89 10.2 0.8
mm  Germany 1003 91.2 8.3 0.6
E=  Estonia 1006 85.5 11 35
= Greece 1000 94.3 4.8 0.9
Z- Spain 1002 85.1 13.3 1.6
Bl France 1010 85.9 13.2 0.9
B1 Ireland 1000 87.5 12.1 0.4
I tay 1002 91.5 7.7 0.7
Cyprus 1000 94.5 4.7 0.8
== Latvia 1002 80.7 15.5 3.8
mam Lithuania 1001 78.4 19.4 2.2
= Luxembourg 1002 90 9.5 0.5
== Hungary 1007 89.7 9.3 1
B Malta 1001 96.7 2.7 0.7
== Netherlands 1008 82 17.5 0.5
= Austria 1000 94 5.2 0.8
= Poland 1008 83.6 14.9 1.5
El Portugal 1001 85 12 3
B Romania 1002 80.7 14.7 4.6
gmm Slovenia 1001 93.9 5.3 0.8
mm Slovakia 1001 88 11.2 0.9
4—  Finland 1000 88 10.8 1.2
== Sweden 1003 90.7 8.3 1
SiE  United Kingdom 1000 85.3 12.8 1.9
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Table 15b. EU regional policyi priority sectors: Environment 17 by segment

QUESTION: Q5_F. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell
me for each of hem, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your
region? - Environment

% Among the more

Total N important ones % Less important % DK/NA
EU27 27067 87.2 11.4 14
SEX
Male 13087 84.9 13.9 1.2
Female 13980 89.4 9 1.6
AGE
15-24 3939 85.4 14.1 0.5
25-39 6064 88.9 10.2 0.8
40 - 54 7294 88.8 10.5 0.8
55 + 9475 85.9 11.6 2.6
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4180 88 9.6 2.4
16- 20 11656 88.7 9.9 14
20 + 7875 86.2 13 0.8
Still in education 2691 84.6 14.7 0.7
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 5002 87.1 11.9 1
Urban 11504 88.5 104 1.2
Rural 10382 85.8 12.3 1.8
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2733 85.2 14 0.8
Employee 8985 89.2 10.3 0.5
Manual worker 2478 90.2 8.9 0.9
Not working 12717 85.7 12.1 2.3
EU REGIONAL
SUPPORT PROJECTS
Aware 9139 86.6 12.4 1
Not aware 17698 87.7 10.8 15

page72



Flash EB N0 298 i EU regional policy Annex

Table 16a. EU regional policyi priority sectors: Support for small businesses i by
country

QUESTION: Q5_G. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell
me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your
region? - Support for small businesses

% Among the more

Total N important ones % Less important % DK/NA
EU27 27067 82.8 14.9 2.3
COUNTRY
B0 Belgium 1000 80.8 14.5 47
mm Bulgaria 1005 74 17.5 8.6
b= CzechRep. 1000 76.8 20.1 3.1
amm Denmark 1002 67.6 29.5 2.9
= Germany 1003 82.2 16.1 16
B Estonia 1006 76.2 17.5 6.3
= Greece 1000 88.5 9.7 1.8
i~ Spain 1002 91.2 6.7 21
BN France 1010 87.3 11.2 1.5
f 1 Ireland 1000 89.3 10.4 0.3
il lay 1002 88.5 10.7 0.8
Cyprus 1000 84 15 1
== Latvia 1002 79.1 15.5 5.4
@ Lithuania 1001 84.7 12.9 2.4
= Luxembourg 1002 84.6 13.9 1.6
== Hungary 1007 775 19.8 2.7
B Malta 1001 84.6 12.3 3.1
== Netherlands 1008 73.9 23.7 24
== Austria 1000 84.1 14.6 1.3
= Poland 1008 72.6 23.7 3.7
El Portugal 1001 86.4 9.4 4.2
B Romania 1002 68.8 25.9 5.3
gmm Slovenia 1001 79.3 17.9 2.8
mm  Slovakia 1001 79.9 17.3 2.8
-+~ Finland 1000 86.1 12.6 1.3
2= Sweden 1003 71.4 24 4.7
Si€  United Kingdom 1000 85.1 13.4 15
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Table 16b. EU regional policy 1 priority sectors: Support for small businesses i by
segment

QUESTION: Q5_G. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell
me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your
region? - Support for small businesses

% Among the more

Total N important ones % Less important % DK/NA
EU27 27067 82.8 14.9 2.3
SEX
Male 13087 81.1 16.9 1.9
Female 13980 84.3 13.1 2.6
AGE
15-24 3939 77.1 21.3 1.6
25-39 6064 84 14.9 11
40 - 54 7294 83.5 15.1 1.4
55 + 9475 83.9 12.1 4
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4180 88.2 8.9 3
16- 20 11656 84.5 13.1 23
20 + 7875 81.3 17.2 1.6
Still in education 2691 73.5 24.6 1.9
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 5002 80.2 175 2.3
Urban 11504 83.8 14.1 2.1
Rural 10382 83 14.6 25
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2733 86 12.9 11
Employee 8985 82.4 16.3 1.4
Manual worker 2478 82.6 15.9 1.5
Not working 12717 82.5 14.2 33
EU REGIONAL
SUPPORT PROJECTS
Aware 9139 82 15.7 2.3
Not aware 17698 83.3 14.5 2.2
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Table 17a. EU regional policyi priority sectors: Employment training 1 by country

QUESTION: Q5_H. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell
me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your
region? - Employment training

% Among the more

Total N important ones % Less important % DK/NA
EU27 27067 82.2 16 1.9
COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 1000 84 12.4 3.6
mm Bulgaria 1005 725 23.1 4.4
b= CzechRep. 1000 62.4 33.8 3.8
am Denmark 1002 51 44.9 4.1
mm  Germany 1003 85.5 13.4 1.1
E=  Estonia 1006 85.8 12.6 1.6
i= Greece 1000 84.7 11.9 3.4
Z- Spain 1002 87.7 11.2 1.2
Bl France 1010 88.3 10.1 1.6
B1 Ireland 1000 85.9 13.6 0.5
' ELY 1002 89.4 9.7 0.9
Cyprus 1000 87.9 10.3 1.8
= | atvia 1002 79.7 15.9 4.4
g Lithuania 1001 67 28.9 4.1
= Luxembourg 1002 85 14.6 0.4
== Hungary 1007 83 14.9 2
B Malta 1001 88.5 9.1 2.3
== Netherlands 1008 84.8 14.1 1.2
= Austria 1000 66.9 30.6 25
= Poland 1008 71.6 26.8 1.6
El Portugal 1001 86 10.1 3.9
B Romania 1002 76.7 19.3 4
gmm Slovenia 1001 72.9 25.3 1.8
mam  Slovakia 1001 58.6 37.2 4.1
+4—  Finland 1000 77.5 20.7 1.8
== Sweden 1003 52.9 39.8 7.3
SiE  United Kingdom 1000 83.6 15.3 1.1
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Table 17b. EU regional policyi priority sectors: Employment training 1 by segment

QUESTION: Q5_H. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Pleasslt
me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your
region? - Employment training

% Among the more

Total N important ones % Less important % DK/NA
EU27 27067 82.2 16 1.9
SEX
Male 13087 79.2 19.1 1.6
Female 13980 84.9 13 2
AGE
15-24 3939 84.1 14.9 1
25-39 6064 80.3 18.5 1.2
40 - 54 7294 81.5 17.3 1.2
55 + 9475 83.3 135 3.2
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4180 88.8 8.8 25
16- 20 11656 83.7 14.6 1.7
20 + 7875 77.1 21.3 1.6
Still in education 2691 80.6 18.1 1.3
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 5002 78.4 19.8 1.8
Urban 11504 83.2 15.4 14
Rural 10382 82.8 14.9 2.3
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2733 76.5 21.7 1.8
Employee 8985 80.4 18.5 11
Manual worker 2478 82.1 16.7 1.2
Not working 12717 84.7 12.8 25
EU REGIONAL
SUPPORT PROJECTS
Aware 9139 79 19.5 15
Not aware 17698 83.9 14.2 1.9
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Table 18a. EU regional policy 1 priority sectors: Education, health and social
infrastructure 1 by country

QUESTION: Q5_I. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell
me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city gour
region? - Education, health and social infrastructure

% Among the more

Total N important ones % Less important % DK/NA
EU27 27067 89.4 9.2 1.4
COUNTRY
B0 Belgium 1000 86 10.6 34
mm Bulgaria 1005 86.1 10.8 3.1
hm CzechRep. 1000 89.1 9.3 1.6
2@ Denmark 1002 84.5 14 15
= Germany 1003 89.4 9.2 1.3
= Estonia 1006 95.3 4.2 0.5
=  Greece 1000 96.1 33 0.6
i~ Spain 1002 91.4 7.3 1.3
BN France 1010 82.9 15.4 1.7
f 1 Ireland 1000 93.9 5.7 0.3
il lay 1002 94.9 4.8 0.4
Cyprus 1000 95.4 35 11
== Latvia 1002 95.1 32 1.6
@ Lithuania 1001 86.1 11.2 2.7
== Luxembourg 1002 87.6 11.7 0.7
= Hungary 1007 93.2 6.6 0.2
B Malta 1001 95 3.9 1.1
== Netherlands 1008 88 111 0.9
== Austria 1000 90.1 9.1 0.8
= Poland 1008 90.6 7.9 15
Bl Portugal 1001 91.4 6.6 2
B Romania 1002 90.9 5.7 3.3
gmm Slovenia 1001 91.6 7.1 1.4
mm  Slovakia 1001 90.3 9.1 0.5
-+~  Finland 1000 87.4 10.8 1.8
B Sweden 1003 81.2 17 1.9
Si€  United Kingdom 1000 87.7 10.6 1.7
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Table 18b. EU regional policy i priority sectors: Education, health and social
infrastructure T by segment

QUESTION: Q5_I. EU regional policy can support many diffeent sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell
me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your
region? - Education, health and social infrastructure

% Among the more

Total N important ones % Less important % DK/NA
EU27 27067 89.4 9.2 14
SEX
Male 13087 87.5 11.1 14
Female 13980 91.1 7.4 15
AGE
15-24 3939 88.4 10.6 0.9
25-39 6064 90.3 8.9 0.8
40 - 54 7294 89 9.8 1.2
55 + 9475 89.6 8.2 2.2
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4180 91.9 6.7 14
16- 20 11656 90.1 8.2 1.7
20 + 7875 87.8 11.1 11
Still in education 2691 87.9 11.3 0.8
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 5002 87.3 115 11
Urban 11504 90.8 8 11
Rural 10382 88.8 9.3 1.9
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2733 85.9 12.8 1.3
Employee 8985 89.4 9.9 0.7
Manual worker 2478 90.5 8.1 1.4
Not working 12717 90 8.1 1.9
EU REGIONAL
SUPPORT PROJECTS
Aware 9139 90 9.1 0.9
Not aware 17698 89.1 9.3 1.6
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Table 19a. EU regional policyi priority sectors: Tourism and culture 1 by country

QUESTION: Q5_J. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell
me for each of them, if you consider them among the more portant or less important ones for your city or your
region? - Tourism and culture

% Among the more

Total N important ones % Less important % DK/NA
EU27 27067 52.5 45.7 1.9
COUNTRY
B0 Belgium 1000 54.4 41.9 38
mm Bulgaria 1005 62.5 31.6 5.9
b= CzechRep. 1000 67 30.6 2.3
= Denmark 1002 44.1 54.5 1.4
mm  Germany 1003 40.9 57.5 1.6
= Estonia 1006 58 38.6 35
= Greece 1000 78 20.8 11
ZI= Spain 1002 45.5 52.8 1.7
B France 1010 48.2 50.3 15
j 1 lreland 1000 62.5 37 0.5
I tay 1002 78.9 20.4 0.7
Cyprus 1000 84 14.5 1.5
== |atvia 1002 51.7 44.4 3.9
@ Lithuania 1001 48.6 46.6 4.8
===  Luxembourg 1002 46.1 53.5 0.4
== Hungary 1007 63 35.4 1.6
B Malta 1001 90.1 8.7 11
== Netherlands 1008 35.1 63.7 1.2
== Austria 1000 55.5 43.2 1.3
= Poland 1008 55.1 43.4 1.5
El Portugal 1001 56.6 39.5 3.9
B Romania 1002 66.3 30.1 3.6
gmm Slovenia 1001 71.4 26.7 18
mm Slovakia 1001 72.3 25.8 1.9
4—  Finland 1000 33.8 64.1 21
am Sweden 1003 48.2 49.4 2.4
SiE  United Kingdom 1000 36.9 60.7 2.3
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Table 19b. EU regional policyi priority sectors: Tourism and culture T by segment

QUESTION: Q5_J. EU regional policy can spport many different sectors. | will read a list of areas to you. Please tell
me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your
region? - Tourism and culture

% Among the more

Total N importa nt ones % Less important % DK/NA
EU27 27067 52.5 45.7 19
SEX
Male 13087 51.6 47 14
Female 13980 53.2 44.4 23
AGE
15-24 3939 49.2 49.9 0.9
25-39 6064 50.3 48.8
40 - 54 7294 49.5 49.4 1.1
55 + 9475 57.6 39 34
EDUCATI ON (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4180 59.5 37.9 2.6
16- 20 11656 52.5 45.8 1.7
20 + 7875 50.4 48.2 1.3
Still in education 2691 47.4 51.2 14
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 5002 48.8 49.4 1.8
Urban 11504 53.9 44.5 1.6
Rural 10382 52.6 45.3 21
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2733 52 46.7 1.2
Employee 8985 46.6 52.5 0.9
Manual worker 2478 56.1 42.4 1.4
Not working 12717 55.9 41.3 2.7
EU REGIONAL
SUPPORT PROJECTS
Aware 9139 58.7 40.1 1.2
Not aware 17698 49.1 48.8 21
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Table 20a. Preferred level of decisionmaking for EU regional support projects i by
country

QUESTION: Q6. At which level should decisions about EU Regional policy projects be taken?

Total N % Local % Regional % National % EU % DK/NA
EU27 27067 27.6 28.9 20.5 17.1 5.8
COUNTRY
BN Belgium 1000 10.5 30.5 22.8 29.1 7.1
mm Bulgaria 1005 37.4 15.8 18.8 16.3 11.7
b= CzechRep. 1000 39 34.3 12.8 7.2 6.7
2= Denmark 1002 18.6 28.1 29.9 15.6 7.8
mm  Germany 1003 26.6 34.4 17.6 15 6.3
= Estonia 1006 28.8 17.8 35.9 10.9 6.7
I=  Greece 1000 33.8 22 22.6 17.7 4
Z_ Spain 1002 18.2 21.5 26.7 29 4.6
B France 1010 16.9 37.2 16.6 24.2 5.2
g1 Ireland 1000 33 16.3 29.4 18.8 2.6
Il taly 1002 26.5 32 18.7 17.1 5.7
Cyprus 1000 32.2 13.4 23.2 25.3 5.9
== Latvia 1002 20.8 25.9 31.7 13.4 8.2
@ Lithuania 1001 24.7 19.9 24.9 20.3 10.2
== Luxembourg 1002 11.3 23.3 29.8 315 4.2
= Hungary 1007 35.4 27.5 14.8 18 4.2
B Malta 1001 24.3 6 40.9 19.8 9
== Netherlands 1008 14.4 38.5 24.9 19.3 3
== Austria 1000 13.3 37.2 26 175 6
== Poland 1008 45 29.6 13.4 8.4 3.6
B Portugal 1001 18.4 27.9 22.4 20 11.3
B Romania 1002 39.9 9.7 21.1 19.7 9.6
gmm Slovenia 1001 23.9 29.7 22.2 15.7 8.6
mm Slovakia 1001 25.6 35.5 14.8 16.6 7.5
4~ Finland 1000 29.3 24.7 36.4 5.9 3.6
= Sweden 1003 23.2 29.8 29.2 10.7 7.1
D léin,:;eddom 1000 38.9 21.9 25 8.5 5.8
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Table 20b. Preferred level of decsion-making for EU regional support projects 1 by
segment

QUESTION: Q6. At which level should decisions about EU regional policy projects be taken?

Total N % Local % Regional % National % EU % DK/NA
EU27 27067 27.6 28.9 20.5 17.1 5.8
SEX
Male 13087 26.2 29.8 20.7 19.1 4.2
Female 13980 28.9 28.1 20.4 15.2 7.4
AGE
15-24 3939 21.2 24.7 26.3 23.6 4.2
25-39 6064 26.8 31.2 21.1 16.5 4.5
40 - 54 7294 30.2 31.7 17.2 16.7 4.2
55 + 9475 28.6 27.3 20.6 15.1 8.5
EDUCATION
(en d of)
:;;” 15 years of 4180 28.8 22.1 21.7 17.6 9.8
16- 20 11656 31 29 18.9 16.2 4.9
20 + 7875 24.4 34.3 20.4 16.5 45
Still in education 2691 214 25.8 26.6 21.3 4.9
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 5002 22.7 271 23.9 20.2 6.1
Urban 11504 28.5 29.1 20.8 16.7 4.9
Rural 10382 28.9 29.8 18.7 16.1 6.7
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2733 28.7 34.5 17.9 14.7 4.3
Employee 8985 28 33 19 16.7 34
Manual worker 2478 28 26.2 19.7 21.2 49
Not working 12717 26.9 255 22.3 17.2 8.1
EU REGIONAL
SUPPORT
PROJECTS
Aware 9139 31.4 30.7 18.2 15.5 4.2
Not aware 17698 25.8 28.2 21.8 17.8 6.5
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Table 21a. Awareness that EU regional funding is helping cooperation between
regions in different countries T by country

QUESTION: Q7A. Are you aware of regions in different countries cooperating because of EU regional funding?

Total N % Yes % No % DK/NA
EU27 27067 18.5 79.1 2.4
COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 1000 8.2 88.1 3.8
m= Bulgaria 1005 18.6 74.2 7.2
hm CzechRep. 1000 23.6 73 34
B  Denmark 1002 32.8 66.7 0.5
Em  Germany 1003 16.3 81.4 23
E=  Estonia 1006 22.3 70.7 7
i=  Greece 1000 9.6 87.8 2.6
T Spain 1002 32.6 65.8 1.5
BB France 1010 10.3 89 0.7
j lreland 1000 27.9 70.6 15
Il tay 1002 7.3 89.5 3.1
Cyprus 1000 11.2 86.7 2.1
== | atvia 1002 21.7 74.1 4.2
@ Lithuania 1001 30.3 64.5 5.2
==  Luxembourg 1002 29 70 1
== Hungary 1007 23.7 71.7 4.7
B Malta 1001 45.3 435 11.2
== Netherlands 1008 15.9 81.7 2.4
= Austria 1000 25.8 70.9 33
= Poland 1008 26.5 71.6 2
B Portugal 1001 16.4 77.7 5.9
B Romania 1002 32.6 63.1 4.3
gmm  Slovenia 1001 15.2 83.5 1.3
gim  Slovakia 1001 20.5 75.4 4
J—  Finland 1000 12.6 84.4 3
= Sweden 1003 13 85.8 1.2
Si&  United Kingdom 1000 20.2 78.3 15
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Table 21b. Awareness that EU regional funding is helping cooperation between
regions in different countries i by segment

QUESTION: Q7A. Are you aware of regiors in different countries cooperating because of EU regional funding?

Total N % Yes % No % DK/NA
EU27 27067 18.5 79.1 24
SEX
Male 13087 20.5 77.6 1.9
Female 13980 16.5 80.6 2.9
AGE
15-24 3939 13.1 85.6 1.3
25-39 6064 17.1 815 14
40 - 54 7294 20.7 77.5 1.8
55 + 9475 19.9 76.1 3.9
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4180 15.1 811 3.8
16- 20 11656 16.9 81 2.2
20 + 7875 24.1 73.9
Still in education 2691 15.6 83.3 11
URBANISATION
Metropoli tan 5002 22 75.7 2.3
Urban 11504 18.9 78.6 25
Rural 10382 16.3 81.5 2.2
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2733 23.9 74.6 15
Employee 8985 19.8 78.8 1.4
Manual worker 2478 17.3 80.4 2.2
Not working 12717 16.6 80.1 33
EU REGIONAL
SUPPORT PROJ ECTS
Aware 9139 31.6 65.6 2.8
Not aware 17698 11.7 86.3 2
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Table 22a. Should more EU funds be available for crossborder cooperation? 1 by
country

QUESTION: Q7B. Should more funds be spent on supporting cooperation between regions in different cires?

Base: those who aware of cooperation between regions in different countries

Total N % Yes % No % DK/NA
EU27 4995 66.8 26.6 6.6
COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 82 64 35.4 0.6
mm Bulgaria 187 69.6 23 7.5
hm CzechRep. 236 75.4 16.3 8.3
e Denmark 329 60.2 25.4 14.4
mm  Germany 163 50.7 44.1 5.2
= Estonia 224 84.3 8.9 6.8
= Greece 96 64.5 33.1 2.4
T Spain 327 71.1 22.4 6.5
Bl France 104 62 29.6 8.4
§1 Ireland 279 77.6 19 3.4
Il tay 73 71.4 24.6 4
Cyprus 112 77 17.2 5.8
= | atvia 217 59.9 24 16.1
@ Lithuania 303 75.9 16.2 8
== Luxembourg 291 69.8 25.5 4.7
== Hungary 238 715 24.6 4
B Malta 453 75 12.4 12.6
== Netherlands 161 61.1 33.7 5.1
== Austria 258 54 41 51
= Poland 267 72.4 19.4 8.3
B Portugal 164 70.8 21.8 7.4
Bl Romania 326 74.5 14.3 112
gmm Slovenia 153 71.9 19.2 8.9
mm  Slovakia 206 74.9 17.9 7.2
-}—  Finland 126 51.9 41.9 6.3
am Sweden 130 65.5 20.9 13,5
Si&  United Kingdom 202 70.8 26 3.2
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Table 22b. Should more EU funds be available for crossborder cooperation? i by
segment

QUESTION: Q7B. Should more funds be spent on supporting cooperation between regions in different countries?

Base:those aware of cooperation between regions in different countries

Total N % Yes % No % DK/NA
EU27 4995 66.8 26.6 6.6
SEX
Male 2685 66.3 27.5 6.2
Female 2310 67.5 255 7
AGE
15-24 515 69.4 26.9 3.8
25-39 1037 67.1 27.7 5.3
40 - 54 1512 62 30 7.9
55 + 1888 69.5 235 7
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 630 69.4 21.9 8.8
16- 20 1966 66.5 27.2 6.3
20 + 1899 64.9 28.6 6.5
Still in education 420 713 25 3.7
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 1102 66.7 284 49
Urban 2175 68.3 24.6 7.1
Rural 1692 64.8 28.2 7
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 654 63.2 26.3 104
Employee 1783 67.5 271 5.5
Manual worker 430 69.1 26.4 4.5
Not working 2112 67 26.3 6.7
EU REGIONAL
SUPPORT PROJECTS
Aware 2892 68.8 23.7 7.5
Not aware 2077 64 30.8 5.2
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Tabl e 23a. Awareness of the EUOGs Bailhyi c
country

QUESTION: Q8. Are you aware that there is strategy to promote cooperation between the countries around the Baltic
Sea?

Base:respondents from the Baltic Sea countries

Total N % Yes % No % DK/NA
EU27 8135 33 64.1 3
COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 0 0 0 0
== Bulgaria 0 0 0 0
hw Czech Rep. 0 0 0 0
amm Denmark 1002 41.1 57.9 0.9
== Germany 1003 26.8 71.9 13
E= Estonia 1006 51 42,5 6.5
= Greece 0 0 0 0
T Spain 0 0 0 0
Bl France 0 0 0 0
B Ireland 0 0 0 0
B ltay 0 0 0 0
Cyprus 0 0 0 0
== Latvia 1002 51.3 45.5 3.3
@ Lithuania 1001 39 55.3 5.6
= Luxembourg 0 0 0 0
=== Hungary 0 0 0 0
B Malta 0 0 0 0
= Netherlands 0 0 0 0
== Austria 0 0 0 0
== Poland 1008 31.9 61.2 6.8
[l Portugal 0 0 0 0
B Romania 0 0 0 0
gmm  Slovenia 0 0 0 0
mm  Slovakia 0 0 0 0
-+— Finland 1000 63.1 355 14
== Sweden 1003 63.3 34.2 25
SiE  United Kingdom 0 0 0 0
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QUESTION: Q8. Are you aware that there is strategy to promote cqueration between the countries around the Baltic

Sea?

Base: respondents from the Baltic Sea countries
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Total N % Yes % No % DK/NA
EU27 8135 33 64.1 3
SEX
Male 3931 35.3 62 2.7
Female 4203 30.8 66 3.2
AGE
15-24 1282 21.9 76.5 1.6
25-39 1639 26.2 69.8 4
40 - 54 2265 32 65.8 2.3
55 + 2877 42.6 54 3.3
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 753 34.5 62.4 3.1
16- 20 3649 28.3 67.8 3.9
20 + 2619 41.6 56.6 1.8
Still in education 930 25.8 724 1.8
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 1534 40.2 55.7 4.1
Urban 3131 35.3 60.6 4.1
Rural 3455 27.8 70.9 1.3
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 846 40 57.5 25
Employee 2834 32.1 66.3 1.5
Manual worker 712 30.1 64.8 51
Not working 3718 32.6 63.8 3.6
EU REGIONAL
SUPPORT PROJECTS
Aware 2817 45.1 50.2 4.8
Not aware 5259 26.5 71.6 1.9
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ll. Survey details

This general population survédCi t i zens 6 awareness and pgklastkepti ons
Eurobarometer N 298) was conducted for the European Cassion, Directoratéseneral for
Regional Policy Unit B.1 Communication, Information, Relations with Third Countries.

Telephone interviews were conducted in each country, with the exception of the Bulgaria, Czech
Republic, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Hgary, Poland, Romania and Slovakia where both telephone
and faceto-face interviews were conducted (70% webCATI and 30% F2F interviews). Note: Flash
Eurobarometer surveys systematically include mobile phones in samples in Austria, Finland, Italy,
Portugaland Spain.

Telephone interviews were conducted in each country between the 18/06/2010 and the 22/06/2010 by
the following institutes:

Belgium BE Gallup Europe (Interviews: 18/06/201022/06/2010)
Czech Republic Cz Focus Agency (Interviews: 18/6/2010- 22/06/2010)
Denmark DK Hermelin (Interviews: 18/06/201022/06/2010)
Germany DE IFAK (Interviews: 18/06/201022/06/2010)
Estonia EE Saar Poll (Interviews: 18/06/201622/06/2010)
Greece EL Metroanalysis (Interviews:18/06/2010 22/06/2010)
Spain ES Gallup Spain (Interviews: 18/06/201622/06/2010)
France FR Efficience3 (Interviews: 18/06/201022/06/2010)
Ireland IE Gallup UK (Interviews: 18/06/201622/06/2010)
Italy IT Demoskopea (Interviews: 18/06/2010 22/06/2010)
Cyprus cYy CYMAR (Interviews: 18/06/201022/06/2010)
Latvia LV Latvian Facts (Interviews: 18/06/201622/06/2010)
Lithuania LT Baltic Survey (Interviews: 18/06/201622/06/2010)
Luxembourg LU Gallup Europe (Interviews: 18/06/201622/06/2010)
Hungary HU Gallup Hungary (Interviews: 18/06/201022/06/2010)
Malta MT MISCO (Interviews: 18/06/201022/06/2010)
Netherlands NL MSR (Interviews: 18/06/201022/06/2010)
Austria AT Spectra (Interviews: 18/06/201622/06/2010)
Poland PL Gallup Poland (Interviews: 18/06/201622/06/2010)
Portugal PT Consulmark (Interviews:18/06/2010 22/06/201)
Slovenia Si Catid.o.o (Interviews:18/06/2010 22/06/2010
Slovakia SK Focus Agency (Interviews: 18/06/201022/06/2010)
Finland FI Norstat Finland Oy  (Interviews:18/06/2010 22/06/2010
Sweden SE Hermelin (Interviews:18/06/2010 22/06/201)
United Kingdom UK  Gallup UK (Interviews:18/06/2010- 22/06/201)
Bulgaria BG  Vitosha (Interviews:18/06/2010 22/06/2010
Romania RO  Gallup Romania (Interviews:18/06/2010 22/06/201)

Representativeness of the results
Each national sample is representative of the populationl&ggears and above.
Sample sizes

In each EU country, the target sample size was 1000 respondents; the table below shows the achieved
sample size by country.

A weighting factor was applied to the national results in order to compute a marginal tetalesich
country contributes to the EU27 result in proportion to its population.
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The table below presents, for each country:
(1) the number of interviews actually carried out
(2) the populatiorweighted total number of interviews

Total interviews

Total Interviews
EU27 % of Total
Conducted | % of Total weighted | (weighted)
Total 27067 100 27067 100
BE 1000 3.7 570 2.1
BG 1005 3.7 432 1.6
CZ 1000 3.7 572 2.1
DK 1002 3.7 288 1.1
DE 1003 3.7 4601 17
EE 1006 3.7 74 0.3
EL 1000 3.7 622 2.3
ES 102 3.7 2468 9.1
FR 1010 3.7 3352 12.4
IE 1000 3.7 223 0.8
IT 1002 3.7 3299 12.2
CY 1000 3.7 41 0.2
LV 1002 3.7 127 0.5
LT 1001 3.7 185 0.7
LU 1002 3.7 25 0.1
HU 1007 3.7 554 2
MT 1001 3.7 22 0.1
NL 1008 3.7 870 3.2
AT 1000 3.7 455 1.7
PL 1008 3.7 2084 7.7
PT 1001 3.7 582 2.1
RO 1002 3.7 1185 4.4
SI 1001 3.7 112 0.4
SK 1001 3.7 294 1.1
Fl 1000 3.7 284 1
SE 1003 3.7 491 1.8
UK 1000 3.7 3255 12

Questionnaires

1. The questionnaire prepared for this survey is reproduced at the end gidhisineEnglish.
2. The institutes listed above translated the questionnaire in their respective national language(s).
3. One copy of each national questionnaire is annexed to the results (volume tables).

Tables of results

VOLUME A: COUNTRY BY COUNTRY
The VOLUME A tables present the EU27 results country by country.

VOLUME B: RESPONDENTS®6 DEMOGRAPHI CS

The VOLUME B tables present the European Union results with the following-deniographic
characteristics of respondents as breakdowns:
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Volume B:

Sex(Male, Female)

Age (15-24, 2539, 4054, 55 +)

Subjective urbanisatiofMetropolitan zone, Other town/urban centre, Rural zone)
OccupationSelfemployed, Employee, Manual worker, Not working)

Education {15, 1620, 21+, Still in full time educatign

Samping error

Surveys are designed and conducted to provide an estimate of a true value of characteristics of a
population at a given time. An estimate of a survey is unlikely to exactly equal the true population
guantity of interest for a variety of reaso@ne of these reasons is that data in a survey are collected

from only somé& a sample of members of the population, this to make data collection cheaper and
faster. The fAmargin of errord is a commoty Summa
about (or confidence in) a survey result.

Usually, one calculates a 95 percent confidence interval of the format: survey estimagegii of
error. This interval of values will contain the true population value at least 95% of time.

For exampleif it was estimated that 45% of EU citizens are in favour of a single European currency
and this estimate is based on a sample of 100 EU citizens, the associated margin of error is about 10
percentage points. The 95 percent confidence interval for sufgpoa European single currency

would be (45%10%) to (45%+10%), suggesting that in the EU the support for a European single
currency could range from 35% to 55%. Because of the small sample size of 100 EU citizens, there is
considerable uncertainty aboumhether or not the citizens of the EU support a single currency.

As a general rule, the more interviews conducted (sample size), the smaller the margin of error. Larger
samples are more likely to give results closer to the true population quantityusntatre smaller
margins of error. For example, a sample of 500 will produce a margin of error of no more than about
4.5 percentage points, and a sample of 1,000 will produce a margin of error of no more than about 3
percentage points.

Margin of erra (95% confidence interval)

Survey Sample size (n)
estimate| 10 50 100 150 200 400 800 1000 2000 4000
5% | 135% 6.0% 43% 35% 3.0% 21% 15% 14% 1.0% 0.79
10% | 18.6% 83% 59% 4.8% 42% 29% 2.1% 1.9% 1.3% 0.99
25% | 26.8% 12.0% 85% 6.9% 6.0% 42% 3.0% 2.7% 1.9% 1.39
50% | 31.0% 13.9% 9.8% 8.0% 6.9% 49% 35% 3.1% 2.2% 1.59
75% | 26.8% 12.0% 85% 6.9% 6.0% 42% 3.0% 2.7% 1.9% 1.39
90% | 18.6% 83% 59% 4.8% 42% 29% 2.1% 1.9% 1.3% 0.99
95% | 135% 6.0 43% 35% 3.0% 21% 15% 1.4% 1.0% 0.79
(The valuesn the table are the margin of erfiorat 95% confidence levél for a given

survey estimate and sample size)

The examples show that the size of a sample is a crucial factor affecting the margin of error.
Nevertheless, once past a certain pbiatsamplesize of 800 or 1,000 the improvement is small. For
example, to reduce the margin of error to 1.5% would require a sample size of 4,000.
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lll. Questionnaire

A. GENERAL AWARENESS AND ACCEPTANCE OF EU REGIONAL POLICY

Q1A. Europe provides financial spprt in regions and cities. Have you heard about Efinamced
projects to improve the area you live in?

I A= T 111V7= | (=X 1
O [0 TR o (o] A= 1LY 2= = 2
= [DKINA] e 9

[IF Q1A=1]
Q1B. Where did you hear about it?
[READ OUT - ROTATE]

- National NEWSPAPELS......uuvviieiiiiiimmmr et eee e e e aeas 1

- Local or regional BWSPAPEIS.........ccovviiiviiiiiiiieeeieeeee e 2

=TV e ————————————————— 3.

N - Lo [T TS 4

= INEEINEL. ... 5

= BIlIDOAI.....eeiiiiiie i 6

= BrOChUI....cooiiiii e

= WOTKPIACE .....cooiiiiiie e 8

= [OTNEI e 9

e 1L N A U PREPRR 99
AL FIrSt CROICE....cciiiiiii it 12345678910
B. Second ChoiCe.........c.uuiiiiiiiii e 12345678910

[IF Q1A=1]
Q1C. Taking into consideration all the projects you have heard aloutd you say that this
support had a positive or negative impact on the development in yo